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IV. 


Scheme  of  Ptolemy  of  Mbxdbs  (b.c.  100?) 

A*  if  in  (n  + ira)  ri  Sothic  Cycle*  with  (2922  4-  a&4 1 <3)8766  full  Egyptian  yean, of  which 
(2922-4  3ll=)  3AU  are  purely  fictitious,  and  the  remaining  ending  as  if 
iu  a.c.  332  contain  470  yean  of  the  current  Cycle  thrown  up. 


h 


nominal  years  of  the  Old  Chronicle  reduced  as  months  as  KM  full  reara  4 V mom  tree  led 
as  full  years  ♦ [311  nod]  H.  fictitious  a vrtt. 

•f  Then  [ill  andj  16  before  Mcucs  4-  2906-4-  *17  ♦ t27  ♦ I43w1 470  of  the  current  Cycle 

thrown  up  ♦ 1881  4-  13  to  a.c.  332  » *14  mix^l  o 3»»33  chronological  years. 


Scheme  preserved  by  Diogenes  Laertius  (citing  in  b.c.  332) 


One  month  of  xxx  Great  I lays  or  Cycle*  of  l «*;  I Egyptian  years  each  given  to  the  Suu  = 43,**' 
fictitious  years  * 5033  ( = 292?  4- 217  4-  Wl  ♦ 13)  to  n.c.  332  are  mixed  or  SOM  chronolo- 

gical years. 

VI. 

Scheme  of  Anianus  (a.i>.  412) 

Of  36J027  mixed  (really  5316  full)  Egyptian  years  of  the  Chronicle  ending  in  a.c.  360.  reduced  as 
if  to  3141  fixed  Alexandrian  years. 


HA06  as  If  month*  of  36  days  ■ 1038  years  ♦ ll,»i  as  if  mouths  of  29}  day*  *968  year*  20*  days 
[WP  years] 4-  1374  as  months  o!  30  days  ~=  tit ^ [213]  years,  In  all  27 IT.  Then  the  remaining 
MI9  nominal  years  and  an  of  the  [341  ] fictitious  years  of  the  Chronicle,  treated  as  month*  of  3» 
day*  *=  334  years  : snd  with  72  of  Muraiin  ♦ (2|i)  ♦ 217  ♦ HlKi  = t-.TO  year*  of  kings,  the  whole 
•uni  is  3141  to  Aug.  S9  in  a.c.  WO. 
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CHAPTER  IV. 

PTOLEMY  OF  MENDES,  THE  MANETHO  OF  AFRICANC8  (B.C.  100  ?). 

This  scheme  reduces  as  months  the  nominal  years,  but  adds  to  the  full  years 
of  the  Old  Chronicle,  p.  419.  Its  author  ? p 421.  Why  the  Chronicle  was 
preferred  for  reduction  to  Manetho,  p.  427.  Comparison  of- the  three  schemes, 
p.  430.  Outline  of  Ptolemy’s  scheme,  p.  436.  His  Greek  lists  (given  in  English 
at  p.  93)  as  copied  by  Syncellus  from  Africanus,  p.  441.  Apparent  chronology 
of  his  kings  from  no  5345  to  b.c.  332,  p.  450.  Remarks  on  the  foregoing 
exhibition,  p.  451  ; on  the  synchronisms  of  Petnbast  with  01.  1 (p.  457),  of 
Thouoris  with  Troy  (p.  458),  of  Sethos-Kameses  with  Danaus  (p.  460),  and  of 
Amosis  with  Inachus  and  the  Exodus  (p.  461).  Ptolemy  adds  vn  dynasties  of 
kings,  nil  anonymous,  to  the  xxm  of  Manetho:  and  these  new  dynasties  are  not 
wholly  fictitious,  p.  465.  Of  Herodotus’s  number  of  330  kings  from  Mcncs 
to  Raineses  III.,  p.  465.  Of  the  Turin  Papyrus,  which  seems  to  have  had  the 
same  number,  p.  468,  &c.  Nubian  group  in  the  Papyrus,  p.  493.  Nubian 
names  of  Mnnetho’s  Dyn,  XVI  (XIV  of  Ptol.)  in  that  half  of  the  Karnak 
Chamber  which  is  to  one's  right  (the  names  of  the  other  half  are  given  at 
p.  294),  p.  501.  The  xviii  Columns  of  the  Papyrus  as  reconstructed,  in  Eng- 
lish, p.  508.  Remarks  on  its  groups  or  dynasties,  and  on  the  different  average 
length  of  the  reigns  in  each,  p.  512.  Tabular  comparison  of  the  same  with 
those  of  the  original  Manetho,  p.  532.  Comparison  of  the  scheme  of  the 
Papyrus  with  that  of  Manetho,  p.  533.  Motive  of  Manetho  for  ejecting  certain 
reigns  and  making  of  them  his  four  dynasties  of  Manes,  p.  534.  Examination  of 
Ptolemy’s  vn  new  dynasties,  showing  how  far  they  arc  a restoration  of  kings 
and  years  ejected  by  Manetho,  and  how  far  they  nre  fictitious,  p.  536  to  552. 
His  own  fictitious  additions  consist  chiefly  of  new  ««  Shepherds,”  p.  552. 
Parallel  Tahles  of  the  kings  and  years  of  the  Papyrus,  of  Manetho,  and  of 
Ptolemy,  p.  554.  Also  of  the  years,  whether  nominal  or  full,  of  the  five 
schemes  of  the  Papyrus,  tho  Old  Chronicle,  Manetho,  Ptolemy,  and  Diogenes 
Laertius,  p.  556. 
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CHAP.  V. 

STATEMENTS  OF  GREEK  AUTHORS. 

I.  Of  Herodotus.  Herein  — 

Of  the  Nubian  reigns  of  only  3 or  4 years  each,  p.  562,  &c.  Reigns  of  the 
Ethiopian  Dyn.  XXV  from  Herodotus,  the  Old  Chronicle,  Manctho,  and  the 
Monuments,  &c„  p.  580,  Of  an  Apis  bull  which  lived  from  39  to  43  years, 
p.  581.  Of  the  early  part  of  Dyn.  XXVI  before  Psammitichus  T.,  p,  385.  Of 
the  mummy-case  of  the  daughter  of  Myccrinns  seen  at  Saig,  p.  588.  Series  of 
xxv  generations  of  the  Chief  Architects  of  all  Egypt  from  tho  time  of  the 
Sesostris  of  Herodotus  (Uanicscs  III,  to  that  of  Darius  Hvstaspes,  the  eleventh 
of  the  xxv  indicating  the  interval  between  Shisbonk  1.  ami  Darius,  p.  393.  Of 
the  Egyptian  reign  of  Cambyscs,  and  the  Apis  stabbed  by  him,  p,  SO*. 

XI.  Of  Plato,  pp.  601  to  609. 

III.  Of  Eudoxus,  p.  604. 

IV.  Of  Aristotle,  p.  609- 

VI.  Of  Alexander  the  Great,  p.  611. 

VII.  Of  Dicicarelius  of  Messenc,  p.  615. 

VIIL  Of  Diodorus  Siculus.  Ilcrcin  — 

Of  the  mythology,  and  vast  sums  of  years  of  the  Gods,  &c.,  p.  619.  Of  tho 
sum  of  44  abovo  1 0,000  years  ” from  the  Flood,  p.  626.  Sums  of  Diodorus 
explained  from  the  Hieratic  scheme  and  from  that  of  Manetho.p.  629.  Of  tho 
ago  of  the  Delta,  p.  634.  Of  the  number  of  470  kings  and  5 queens  nnd 
44  above  4700  ” years  of  kings  to  Alexander  or  44  nearly  5000  ” to  B.C.  58, 
pp.  635  to  643.  Of  Diodorus's  more  detailed  historical  notices  in  a scries 
parallel  at  once  to  that  of  the  original  Manetho  and  to  that  of  Herodotus, 
p.  443.  Of  Seti  I.  the  father  of  Ramcses  II.  and  his  blindness,  p.  652.  Of 
the  Egyptian  Babylon,  p.  652.  Of  tho  Hebrews,  p,  653.  Story  of  the  tyranny 
of  the  first  kings  of  Dyn.  XVIII,  and  the  Cushite  Aktisanes  or  Chousan  Atin, 
p.  658.  The  Memphite  pyramid-bnilders  depressed  by  Diodorus  to  a date 
lower  oven  than  that  of  Herodotus,  p.  665.  How  the  Exodus  came  to  be  put 
by  somo  under  Bocchoris  of  Dyn.  XXIV,  p.  670.  It  what  sense  four  Ethiopians 
wore  said  to  have  reigned  at  intervals,  nnd  in  all  only  36  years,  p.  672.  Com- 
position of  the  135  years  given  to  the  Persians,  and  dates  hereby  indicated, 
p.  676.  Comparison  of  Diodorus’s  whole  series  with  that  of  Manetho,  p.  677. 

IX.  Passages  respecting  the  year  and  the  Sothic  and  Phoenix  Cycles,  pp. 
679  to  695. 


CHAP.  VI. 

TCT.IUS  AFRTCANUS. HEREIN  — 

His  sacred  chronology,  p.  699.  Ilis  Egyptian  lists  those  of  1‘tolcniT,  p.  707. 
Ilis  view  of  the  vast  periods  of  the  Gods  and  of  the  numerous  dynasties  of  the 
kings  such,  that  he  had  no  need  to  curtail  them,  p.  708.  Statement  of  this 
view  preserved  in  Eusebius’s  Chronicon,  p.  709.  African us's  joint  sacred  nnd 
Greek  chronology,  p.  716.  Compared  with  his  Egyptian  lists  from  Dyn. 
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XVIII  downwards,  p.  719.  Signs  of  his  honesty,  p.  720.  Scheme  of  S. 
Hippolytus,  p.  723.  Africanus’s  treatment  of  particular  synchronisms,  p.  727 ; 
especially  of  that  of  Amosis  and  the  Exodns.p.  732,  True  date  of  the  Exodus 
either  exactly  or  nearly  indicated  in  passages  of  Clemens  Alexandrians,  p.  "36, 
and  later  by  Epiphanius,  p.  741,  Chronology  of  $.  Tlicophilus  of  Antioch, 
p.  742;  and  his  list  of  the  reigns  of  Dyn.  XVH1,  p.  747.  The  dynasties  of 
Ptolemy  aro  not  merely  miscopiod  from  Africanus  by  Eusebius,  but  altered  and 
recast,  so  that  they  most  be  regarded  as  a distinct  scheme  of  his  own,  p.  754. 


ClIAP.  VII. 

KP8EB1CS  rtnrnii.1. HEUBra  — 

His  sacred  chronology.  It  falls  short  of  the  trne,  as  that  of  Africanns  exceeded 
it,  pp.  756  to  770.  His  Egyptian  dynasties  based  upon  those  of  the  Old 
Chronicle,  ent  down  so  as  to  begin  from  his  own  a.  abe.  1,  in  B.o.  2016,  the 
names  being  from  Africanns,  p.  770.  Composition  of  the  xv  dynasties  of 
kings  allowed  by  him  and  recast  so  as  to  suit  his  Canon  examined  in  detail, 
pp.  771  to  800.  His  sacred  reckoning  compared  with  the  true,  p,  800.  Also 
his  Egyptian,  p.  802.  Of  his  Greek  and  other  heathen  chronology,  p.  804. 
His  Assyrian  lists,  p.  805.  Examination  of  his  text  of  those  first  xv  dynasties 
of  Africanns  which  are  admitted  only  into  his  First  Book,  p.  80S.  Ilis  motive 
for  making  some  changes  even  in  these,  p.  614,  Greek  text  of  all  the  xxxt 
dynasties  of  Africanus,  as  altered  by  Eusebius  and  given  in  Book  I.  of  his 
Chronicon,  p.  816.  Lists  of  Kings  prefixed  to  his  Book  II.,  p.  824.  An 
epitome  of  his  Canon,  in  which  the  same  lists  are  worked  up,  p.  828. 


CHAP.  VIII, 

ANIAHI'S.  PASODOIIPS.  AND  GEORGE  SYKCELLPS. 

Sacred  schem  cf  Anianns,  p.  842.  He  compared  with  this  the  sum  of  36,525 
nominal  years  of  the  Old  Chronicle,  p.  844.  He  first  ent  off  the  483  years  of 
the  Cycle  thrown  tip  by  the  Chronicle,  p.  845.  Then  he  threw  back  the  end 
of  the  Egyptian  monarchy  by  IS  years  from  B.  c.  343  to  360,  that  Alexander 
might  be  the  son  of  Ncctanebo,  p.  846.  Above  this  point  he  allowed  2233  years 
for  kings  beginning  72  years  below  his  date  (b.  c.  2723)  for  the  Dispersion  and 
the  settlement  of  Egypt,  p.  846,  &c.  And  the  rest  of  the  years  of  the  Chronicle 
he  redneed  with  such  contrivances  ns  to  muke  of  them  (2242  4-  534  2776 

years  to  the  Dispersion,  p.  852,  Exhibition  of  his  Egyptian  scheme  in  Greek 
and  English,  with  its  number  of  xxx  dynasties  and  cxiii  generations  borrowed 
front  the  Old  Chronicle  ; First,  for  the  time  before  the  Flood,  p.  863,  for  tho 
time  after  the  Flood,  p.  871-  Recapitulation,  p.  890.  Comparison  of  tho 
chronology  underlying  all  the  Egyptian  schemes  with  that  of  Anianns,  p.  891. 
Difference  between  his  process  and  a true  and  legitimate  reduction  of  tho 
nominal  years  of  the  Old  Chronicle,  p.  893.  Agreement  of  the  Egyptian 
reckoning  with  that  obtained  from  the  Scriptures  and  Josephus,  p.  895. 

A Harmqky  or  Sacked  asp  Egypt-lax  CitBQMoi.oor,  p.  896,  &c. 
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APPENDIX. 

ON  BABYLONIAN  AND  ASSYRIAN  ANTIQUITIES. 

The  Ch&ldjean  chronology  was  probably  nil  but  identical  with  the  Egyptian: 
notices  of  it  are  from  two  sources.  Ctesias  and  Berosns,  p.  907.  Of  Ctesias 
C from  Diodorus  Siculus),  ib.  Abydenus,  p.  912.  Castor,  p.  918.  Barbaras, 
p.  920.  Ccphaiion,  p.  922.  The  Christian  Chronographcrs,  p.  924.  State- 
ments of  Herodotus  and  of  the  Holy  Scriptures  irreconcilable  with  those  of 
Ctesias,  p.  925.  Of  Derosas,  p.  931.  He  made  to  the  Flood  in  sort,  nm',  and 
sossi  of  rffay-years  2258  full  Nabonassarian  years,  viz.  1058  befuro  monarchy, 
and  1200  under  ten  kings  who  reigned  at  Babylon,  p.933.  Below  the  Flood 
he  had  again  146  years  without  monarchy,  p.  935.  These  were  probably  in- 
cluded or  repeated  in  a sum  of  34,080  wowtA-years,  or  2840  full  Nabonassarian 
years,  which  was  connected  with  lxxxvi  generations  of  kings,  reaching  from  the 
Flood  (b.c.  .3100)  to  the  end  of  the  last  year  of  Antiochus  Sotcr  (b.  c.  262), 
p.  93G.  A similar  sum  of  month-years  had  perhaps  been  named  toCallisthenes, 
p.  941.  The  interval  from  the  Flood  to  the  Me  dian  capture  of  Babylon  is  no- 
where quoted  from  Bcrosus  in  one  uniform  reckoning  of  day-years  ; but  by 
the  parallel  Egyptian  reckoning  it  should  be  (146  + 745-  ) 891  full  Nabo- 
nassarian  years,  p.  939.  Scheme  obtained  for  Bcrosus,  p.  945.  Examination 
of  certain  mixed  sums  seemingly  derived  from  him,  viz,  one  of  “ above  150,000 
years"  (Pulyhistor),  p.  946;  ouc  of  153,075  (Apollonius  Dyscolus?),  p.  948  ; 
two  of  490,000  and  480,000  (mentioned  by  Pliny  from  Critodemus,  and  by 
Africanus),  p.  951 ; one  of  470,000  (Cicero),  p.  953;  one  of  473,000  (Diodorus 
Siculus),  ib.;  and,  lastly,  one  of  720,000  (mentioned  by  Pliny  from  Epigenes), 
p.  954.  The  historical  period  of  Derosas,  reckoned  by  him  in  full  years,  begins 
from  the  Median  capture  of  Babylon,  seemingly  in  b.c.  2209,  p.  956.  Group  I. 
of  viii  Modes,  224  years,  b.c.  2209  — 1995,  ib.  Group  II.  of  xi  kings,  48  ? 
years,  b c.  1983 — 1938,  p.  938.  Group  III,  of  xlix  Chaidreans,  458  years, 
B.C.  1938 — 1480,  ib.  Group  IV.  of  ix  Arabs,  245  years,  b.c.  1480 — 1235, 
p.959.  Group  V.  of  xlv  Chaldacans,  526  years,  b.c.  1235 — 709,  p.  9fi0. 
Lists  of  Ctesias,  A bydenus,  Castor,  Eusebius,  Darbarus,  and  Syncellus,  with 
xlv  fictitious  names  answering  to  the  xlv  Chaldieans  of  Berosus,  p.  966. 
Group  VI.  of  vi  or  v Assyrian  kings  named  by  Polyhistor  and  by  Abydenus 
as  if  from  Berosns,  ending  at  the  destruction  of  Nineveh,  p.  973.  Group  VII. 
Babylonian  reigns  of  the  Astronomical  Canon  from  Nabonassnr,  209  years,  b c. 
747 — 538,  ]>.  986.  Group  VIII.  of  iv  Modes,  lSOyears,  b.c.  709 — 559,  p.  988. 
Group  IX.  of  x Persian  reigns  from  the  Astronomical  Canon,  207  years,  b c. 
,r>59 — 332,  p.  990.  Group  X.  of  iv  Macedonian  reigns,  70  years,  n.  c.  332 — 
262,  p.  991.  An  account  of  modern  discoveries  bearing  upon  the  above  groups, 
extracted  and  abridged  from  Mr.  Rawlinson’s  Herodotus,  p.  991 — 1032.  Re- 
marks on  the  difficulty  of  reconciling  the  annals  of  Sennacherib  with  what  is 
related  in  Holy  Scripture  of  the  reign  of  Ilezckiah,  p.  1033;  also  on  the  true 
character  and  chronology  of  Berosns’s  group  of  xlv  Chalda-ans,  and  on  tho 
chronology  of  the  Assyrian  and  Median  kings  and  empires,  p.  1040. 
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CHAPTER  IV. 

PTOLEMY  OF  MENDES;  THE  MANETHO  OF  JULIL'8 
AFBICANUS. 

After  the  Old  Chronicle,  the  original  Manctho,  and  the 
Theban  list  of  Eratosthenes,  there  still  remains  the  latest  of 
all  the  Egyptian  schemes,  that  namely  which  is  represented 
by  the  lists  of  Africanus.  And,  taking  it  thus  in  its  true 
order,  we  shall  find  no  great  difficulty  in  accounting  for  its 
origin  and  construction;  while  on  the  other  hand,  after 
such  of  its  kings  and  years  as  are  merely  fictitious  have  been 
distinguished,  its  remaining  peculiarities  will  both  throw 
light  on  the  original  Manetho ; and  in  conjunction  with  the 
original  Manetho  and  with  the  Turin  Papyrus  they  will 
help  us  to  make  out  in  detail  that  Hieratic  scheme  itself 
which  was  above  1000  years  older  than  the  Old  Chronicle, 
and  which,  so  far  as  appears,  was  never,  fully  exhibited  in 
any  Greek  form.  At  present,  whenever  Manetho  is  spoken 
of,  the  lists  and  dynasties  meant  are  either  those  of  Africanus 
and  Eusebius  together,  as  if  they  both  represented  one  and 
the  same  scheme  (whereas  they  differ  widely),  or  at  best 
they  are  those  of  Africanus,  as  more  faithfully  transcribed 
by  Syncellus.  The  “ Manctho  ” of  Africanus  is  taken  to  be 
older  than  the  list  of  Eratosthenes,  and  both  these  together  are 
taken  to  be  older  than  the  Old  Chronicle ; so  that  the  latest 
of  the  three  documents  is  made  to  be  the  earliest  and  the 
earliest  the  latest,  while  the  genuine  and  original  Manetho 
is  unknown  and  omitted.  The  result  has  been  the  envelop- 
ment of  the  whole  subject  in  such  uncertainty  as  has  em- 
boldened some  modern  writers  even  to  introduce  a new 
VOL.  II.  * E E 
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Manetho  of  their  own  who  is  not  Egyptian  but  German. 
Hence  the  inexperienced  reader,  when  he  finds  mention,  for 
instance,  of  “ Dyn.  XIX,”  either  thinks  of  Dyn.  XIX  of 
Africanus  (when  in  truth  the  allusion  is  to  the  later  kings 
of  Dyn.  XVIII),  or  accepts  as  if  from  authority  a senseless 
innovation,  by  which  a confusion  needing  before  only  dis- 
entanglement is  rendered  hopeless  and  irremediable.  These 
vagaries  are  mentioned  only  by  way  of  caution.  But  even 
without  them  it  is  difficult  to  be  always  distinct  and  in- 
telligible in  referring  to  the  Egyptian  dynasties  of  kings  by 
any  scheme  of  numeration.  With  this  preamble  let  us  go 
on  now  to  the  Manetho  of  Africanus. 

Apollodorus  of  Athens,  who  may  be  called  the  continuator 
of  Eratosthenes,  ended  his  own  chronography  with  Olymp. 
clviii.  S',  in  b.  c.  144,  or  according  to  himself  1040  years 
after  Troy  (Troy  being  put  at  B.c.  1184),  in  the  year  of 
Rome  610,  the  2nd  of  Ptolemy  Euergetes  II.,  and  the  16th 
of  Attalus  Philadelphus.  From  him,  as  we  have  seen  above, 
Syncellus  transcribed  that  portion  of  the  Theban  list  of 
Eratosthenes  which  has  been  considered  in  the  last  chapter ; 
and  Eratosthenes,  or  his  assistants,  in  constructing  it,  had 
used  the  genuine  work  of  Manetho,  whose  xxiii  dynasties 
of  kings,  covering  in  appearance  3555  years,  had  been 
abridged  and  placed  by  them  as  if  in  one  chronological 
series  within  the  limits  of  (xv  + lxxvi=)  xci  generations 
and  (443  + 1881  = ) 2324  years  of  the  scale  of  the  Chronicle. 

So  until  after  the  time  not  only  of  Eratosthenes,  but  also 
of  Apollodorus,  there  is  no  reason  to  suspect  that  the 
AiyirnTta/cd  of  Manetho  had  been  abridged  or  re-edited  with 
alterations.  But  Josephus  the  Jewish  historian  in  the  first 
century  of  our  era,  towards  the  end  of  his  life,  when  he 
was  writing  against  Apion,  having  occasion  to  name  Ma- 
netho, may  be  thought  to  distinguish  between  the  original 
Manetho,  a copy  of  whose  genuine  work  had  then  recently, 
as  it  seems,  been  brought  from  Alexandria  to  Rome,  and 
some  other  compilation  going  under  the  same  name  which 
was  popularly  better  known,  and  which  had  been  cited  by 
his  adversary.  And  in  the  second  century  after  Christ, 
Julius  Africanus,  bishop  of  Keapolis  in  Palestine  (who  tells 
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us  of  himself  that  he  had  visited  Egypt  and  had  bought 
there  at  least  one  Egyptian  book),  inserted  in  his  Chronicon 
those  lists  of  Manctho  which  have  been  preserved  to  us 
from  him  by  Eusebius  and  by  George  Syncellus.  Eusebius 
indeed  has  so  altered  them,  in  order  to  make  them  agree  with 
the  last  fifteen  dynasties  of  the  Chronicle  and  with  his  own 
scheme  of  sacred  and  profane  chronology,  as  to  lead  Syncellus 
into  the  error  of  supposing  that  he  must  have  had  before 
him  some  separate  edition ; but  by  Syncellus  the  same  lists 
have  been  transcribed  faithfully.  And  these  lists  on  exami- 
nation exhibit  the  outline  of  a re-edition  of  Manetho  dif- 
fering in  a number  of  points  from  the  original,  but  probably 
the  same  with  that  which  was  best  known  and  most  cited  in 
the  time  of  Apion  and  Josephus. 

As  regards  the  details  of  its  composition,  wc  see  or  infer 
that  this  scheme  was  in  three  books,  like  the  Alymmaica  of 
the  original  Manetho,  of  which  it  was  in  point  of  bulk  an 
abridgment,  Manetho’s  work  having  been  written  in  a 
diffuse  style,  while  this  is  sometimes  called  a “ Chronicle." 
We  see  too  from  internal  evidence  that  it  was  composed 
after  Eratosthenes  and  Apollodorus  had  reduced  Greek 
chronology  to  a scientific  form,  with  an  eye  to  their  chrono- 
logy,  and  with  a special  attention  to  Greek  synchronisms. 
Also,  that  it  attempted  to  defend  or  account  for  the  “myriads 
of  years”  of  Manetho  and  of  the  Old  Chronicle  (which  last 
document  its  author  seems  to  have  inserted)  by  reducing  the 
first  xxi  Cycles  or  30,681  years  of  the  Chronicle,  as  if  they 
were  only  months,  to  one  twelfth  part  of  their  apparent 
bulk.  The  number  of  full  years  thus  obtained  being  2556, 
with  a remainder  of  9,  aud  this  number  not  suiting  exactly, 
357  more  fictitious  years  were  added,  and  these,  with  the  9 
above  mentioned,  making  366,  hinted  their  own  fictitious 
character  by  the  likeness  of  the  whole  sum  to  one  solar 
year,  consisting  of  365  days  and  part  of  a 366th.  In  the 
(2556  + 366  = ) 2922  years  thus  obtained,  answering  to  the 
first  2922  years  of  real  time  given  by  the  Chronicle  to  its 
xm  Gods  of  the  family  of  Cronus,  the  author  of  the  scheme 
placed  the  Gods,  Demigods,  and  Manes,  or  perhaps  the  Gods 
and  Demigods  only  of  Manetho.  This  space  was  intended,  no 
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doubt,  to  answer  to  the  older  and  distinct  world  of  the  ante- 
diluvians, some  knowledge  of  which  must  have  been  diffused 
in  Egypt  both  through  the  long  settlement  there  of  multi- 
tudes of  Jews,  and  by  the  septuagint  translation  of  their 
sacred  books  from  the  Hebrew  into  the  Greek  language. 
At  the  same  time,  as  if  in  anticipation  of  the  question  how 
any  knowledge  of  the  times  of  the  Gods  had  been  preserved, 
a fable  borrowed  either  now,  or  it  may  be  earlier,  from 
Berosus  was  put  forward  (still  probably  without  any  direct 
mention  of  the  Flood),  mentioning  how  certain  pillars  or 
stela;  inscribed  in  sacred  characters  by  the  first  Thoth  in  the 
land  of  Assyria  had  afterwards  (Berosus  says  plainly  “ after 
the  Flood  ”)  been  translated  into  Egyptian  hieroglyphics  by 
Agathodajmon,  son  of  the  second  Thoth,  and  father  of  a son 
also  named  Thoth  or  Tat,  and  so  preserved  in  the  sanctuaries 
of  Egypt,  till  at  length  their  contents  were  made  known  in 
the  vulgar  or  in  the  Greek  tongue.  While  the  awkward- 
ness of  asserting  an  unbroken  succession  of  kings  in  Egypt 
from  the  first  Gods  to  Menes,  and  thence  downwards,  in  an 
incredible  space  of  time,  was  thus  palliated,  Egyptian  anti- 
quity below  the  Gods  and  Menes,  instead  of  being  curtailed 
to  something  like  the  meagre  dimensions  of  the  Chronicle,  as 
Eratosthenes,  in  the  spirit  of  a sceptical  and  envious  Greek, 
had  attempted  to  curtail  it,  was  extolled  and  amplified  far 
beyond  even  the  scheme  of  the  original  Manetho.  As  if  to 
make  amends  for  having  confessed  the  myriads  of  years  of 
the  Chronicle  and  of  Manetho  to  be  only  months,  it  was 
thought  fair  and  reasonable  to  represent  at  any  rate  all  the 
xxx  dynasties  of  theChronicle  and  of  Manetho(insteadof  only 
fifteen  or  twenty-three  of  them)  as  dynasties  of  mortal  kings, 
successors  of  Menes,  who  had  reigned  consecutively  after 
him  during  a space  of  (1932+  1674  + 1881  = ) 5487  years,  a 
sum  devised  for  this  end  that,  with  the  357  fictitious  years 
above-mentioned  prefixed,  it  might  exhibit  four  cycles  or 
(357  + 5487  = ) 5844  years.  And  the  two  sums  of  (2556  + 
9 + 357  = ) 2922  of  the  reduced  myriads  of  the  old  world  being 
added  to  the  5844  of  the  existing  world  made  a total  of  8766 
years,  reminding  one  of  the  8000  or  9000  of  Plato,  and  of 
the  330  generations  of  Herodotus,  to  which,  it  may  be  sup- 
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posed,  lie  attributed  only  by  a mistake  of  his  own  too  high  an 
average,  when  he  made  of  them  11,000  years.  The  date  of 
this  work  should  not  be  earlier  than  the  reign  of  Augustus ; 
at  least  not  if  the  title  “Augustus"  (Ss/Saoroy)  is  given  in  it, 
in  a letter  purporting  to  be  written  from  Manetho  to  Ptolemy 
Philadelphus.  And  the  same  letter  shows  that  it  was  cast 
in  a cyclical  form,  like  the  “ astrological  period  ” of  the 
cnroKard<rra<7Ls  of  the  Chronicle,  of  which  in  its  earlier  part 
it  was  a reduction.  For  the  author  sends  it,  accompanied, 
no  doubt,  with  other  matter  which  has  not  reached  us,  as  if 
in  answer  to  certain  inquiries  of  the  king  respecting  events 
still  future ; that  is,  according  to  Egyptian  ideas,  respecting 
the  recurrences  to  he  expected,  under  celestial  influences,  of 
events  nlready  past.  The  letter  itself  shall  be  given  below 
when  we  come  to  treat  of  the  pseudo- Manetho’s  Book  of 
Sothis,  from  which  it  is  extracted  by  Syncellus. 

Putting  together  a number  of  indications  which  all  point 
in  one  direction,  we  may  infer  with  probability  that  the 
real  compiler  of  the  “ Manetho  ” of  Africanus  was  the  same 
person  who  is  otherwise  known  as  “ Ptolemy , a priest  of 
Mendes.”  In  one  passage  of  Tatian,  a Christian  writer  of 
the  first  century,  where  any  one  from  the  context  would 
have  expected  Manetho  to  be  named,  the  writer  named  as 
the  great  authority  for  Egyptian  history  is  “ Ptolemy  of 
Mendes : ” “ Alyvrrrtrov  Be  etenv  ai  hr  uKptff'es  xpoveev  dvwypa- 
tcai  TOiV  7 rap'  airrols  vpaypuToop  epprjvevs  iari  UroXepalos, 
ovx  o ftaaikevs,  iepeus  Be  M/vSijtos.”  And  already  in  this 
passage  his  name  and  work  are  connected  with  a certain 
u.Kpi@eia  or  exactness  in  respect  of  chronology  and  Greek 
synchronisms.  The  same  quality  of  dicpijSeia  is  alluded  to  by 
Africanus  and  by  Eusebius  (who  transcribes  from  Africanus) 
in  connection  with  an  attempt  to  explain  the  myriads  of  the 
Chronicle  and  Manetho  by  reducing  them  as  if  frommonths 
to  solar  years : “ A lyinrTwi  pi v ovv  stt'i  to  KopirmBeaTepov 

•ypovojv  Trepmas  -rrepioBovs , icai  pvpcdBas  Kara 

Gear iv  riva  tcov  Trap'  airroii  aarpoXoyov p.evo)v,  i^eOsvro'  as 
Tives  tojv  Tavra  dxpifiovv  So^dvrcov  avcrreWomes  areXgvialovs 
eiTrov  eviairrovs.”  And  he  proceeds  to  mention  more  particu- 
larly the  sum  of  years  made  by  the  authors  or  author  alluded 
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to,  the  plural  form  (rives)  meaning  perhaps  no  more  than  this, 
that  the  author  alluded  to  was  not  alone,  nor  the  first,  in 
saying  that  the  vast  periods  were  really  for  the  most  part 
composed  of  months,  and  were  to  be  divided  by  12  if  it  were 
wished  to  obtain  the  true  sum  in  solar  years  : — “ ot  ouSev 
eXarrov  ivl  to  p.u6o)C>ss  dtrovevevKores  avgrrlmovai  rals  oktio 
Kal  ei’vea  ■yj.Xulmv  irwv  as  A vyinrruov  ol  rrapa  nxdrawt 
iepeis  els  SoX/ura  KarapiQpovvrss  ovk  dXqOevovcriv.”  The 
myriads  of  nominal  years,  being  said  to  be  connected  with 
“ a certain  astrological  period ,”  we  may  put  this  together 
with  the  fact  that  Africanus,  in  that  re-edition  of  Manetho 
which  he  followed,  found  the  Old  Chronicle,  with  its  astrolo- 
gical period  of  36,525  years,  brought  forward  and  used  in 
such  a way  as  to  suggest  the  idea  that  it  was  the  source  of 
those  myriads  of  years  of  the  original  Manetho  which  were 
equally  stated  in  the  same  work.  The  “ myriads  of  years  ” 
he  found  reduced  as  months,  not  from  the  sum  of  Manetho, 
but  from  the  sum  of  their  older  source  the  Chronicle,  and 
conjoined  with  this'  reduction  a series  of  xxx  dynasties  of 
kings  (instead  of  the  xxm  of  the  original  Manetho  or  the 
xv  of  the  Chronicle),  a thirty-first  dynasty  even  being  added ; 
and  the  whole  still  professed  to  be  originally'  from  Manetho, 
being  a Chronicle  consisting  mainly  of  lists  extracted  from 
his  three  books.  And  here  we  can  see  why  the  reigns  of 
the  Gods,  Demigods,  and  Manes,  though  enumerated  by 
Africanus  and  Syncellus  as  if  from  Manetho,  are  yet  not 
expressly  numbered  at  the  same  time  as  dynasties,  because 
those  numbers  of  the  xxx  dynasties  which  belonged  to 
them  in  the  original  text  of  Manetho  had  been  detached 
and  transferred  to  seven  new  dynasties  of  mortal  kings  after 
Menes. 

That  the  form  of  Ptolemy’s  work  was  similar  and  parallel 
to  that  of  the  original  Manetho  in  this  respect,  that  it 
contained  the  history  of  the  kings  of  Egypt  in  three  books, 
we  learn  from  a passage  cited  from  Apion,  an  Egyptian  by 
birth,  and  as  such  a hater  of  the  Jews,  a contemporary  of 
Josephus,  against  whom  Josephus  himself  wrote.  In  the 
passage  in  question  Apion  also  mentions  one  of  the  Greek 
synchronisms  fixed  by  Ptolemy  of  Mendes,  viz.  that  of  the 


Digitized  by  Google 


PTOLEMY  OF  MENDES. 


423 


Egyptian  king  Amosis,  head  of  Dyn.  XVIII,  with  the 
Exodus  and  Moses,  (the  original  Manetho  being  followed 
in  confounding  the  expulsion  of  the  Shepherds  by  Amosis 
with  the  later  Exodus  of  the  Hebrews  under  Moses,)  and 
also  with  Inachus  of  Argos : — “ 'Attuov  6 ypappariKos,  o 
ttXskttovLktis  hriK\i)dsls,  ev  rr)  8’  riov  AlyvmtaKOiV  Imopioiv, 
fcatTOL  <f>t\aTre^0Tjp6vo]s  vrpbs  'E  /3patovs  8ia.Kitp.evos,  are 
Atyirmtos  to  yevos,  cos  Kal  Kara  'lov8altov  Karard^aaBat 
fttfiAiov,  ' Aptaxrtos  roO  Alyvmuov  jdautAems  pepvgpevos,  Kal 
ra>v  Kar’  airrov  rrpd^ewv,  pdprvpa  irapajiderav  XlroAepatov  top 
Alev8ijatov,  Kal  r a ti)s  Askews  airrov  w8e  E%et  • KarevKa^re  8e  ttjv 
Avaptv,  Kara  top  ’A pyslov  y evopevos  “Ipa^op,  6>s  ev  rots  ■ypovois 
[i.  e.  -xpovtKois]  dveypa^frev  6 A\ev8rjaios  TlroAepalos.  O 8e 
llroAe palos  oirros  lepeiis  pev  r/v,  t<1j  8e  rcbv  Alyirmiarv  flaoiAetov 
srpdlgeis  iv  Tptalv  oAats  ekBe pesos  ftlfiAois,  Kara.  “A pwarlv, 
(ftf)cn,  Alyirmov  fiacrikea,  Mail taetos  rp/ovpivov,  yeyovevat  rots 
'\ov8alois  tI]v  eg  Alyirmov  iropeiav."  “ Apion,  the  man  of 
letters,  he  who  is  suraamed  Pleistonices,  being  himself  an 
Egyptian  by  birth,  was  naturally  no  lover  of  the  Hebrews — 
nay,  he  hated  them  so  heartily  that  he  even  wrote  one  of 
his  books  ‘Against  the  Jercs.'  This  writer  in  Book  iv.  of 
his  Egyptian  Histories,  while  mentioning  the  Egyptian  king 
named  Amosis  and  the  events  of  his  time,  quotes  as  a 
witness  Ptolemy  of  Mendes,  using  these  words : ‘ He  de- 
stroyed Avaris,  being  himself  contemporary  with  Inachus  of 
Argos,  as  is  stated  in  his  Chronicles  by  Ptolemy  of  Mendes.’ 
This  Ptolemy  -was  a priest,  who  wrote  the  acts  of  all  the 
Egyptian  kings  in  three  books ; and  he  says  that  it  was  at 
the  time  when  Amosis  was  king  that  the  Jews,  led  by  Moses, 
went  forth  from  Egypt.”  (Clem.  Alex.  Stromat.,  i.  c.  21. 
p.  138,  ed.  Pott.  p.  378.)  And  Tatian,  writing  before 
Clement  of  Alexandria,  in  the  same  passage  which  has  been 
given  in  part  above,  continues  in  similar  words  respecting 
Ptolemy  of  Mendes : “ Oirros,  rus  twv  fiaoiAewv  irpulgeis 

i/CTidepevos,  Kar  " Aporcuv  (iaatkia  Alyirmov  yeyovevat  '\ov8aieov 
(f>t]at  ri]v  el;  Alyirmov  rropetav,  els  drrep  r/Adov  ywpia,  Mauxx/a>s 
i/yovpevov  • Afryei  8e  oirrcos'  O 8'e  “ Apwcris  fry evero  Kar  “Ivayov 
jdamAea."  Tatian  perhaps  followed  Justin  Martyr  (Ex- 
hort. adv.  Grtecos,  § ix.  t.  ii.  p.  38,  ed.  Otto),  and  from  Tatian 
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Clement  of  Alexandria  probably  borrowed  this  quotation, 
which  is  reproduced  also  by  Eusebius  (Prcep.  Evany.  x.  ii.), 
by  S.  Cyril  (lib.  i.  Contr.  Julian.),  and  by  Tertullian 
( Apol . § xix.).  Tertullian  adds  that  Ptolemy  of  Mendes 
“ followed  Manetho .”  We  may  go  further,  and  collect  from 
Suidas  that  the  work,  and  even  the  person,  of  Ptolemy  of 
Mendes  were  confounded  with  the  true  Manetho,  and  the 
true  Manetho  with  Ptolemy  of  Mendes,  so  that  there  came 
to  be  two  Manethos,  both  of  them  authors  of  a work  called 
Alryinrriaicu  in  three  books,  but  one  of  them  (which  was  the 
true  and  original  Manetho)  a native  of  Sebennys,  the  other 
(who  was  Ptolemy)  a native  of  Mendes.  For  in  Suidas  we 
find  the  following  notices:  “M ave6a>s  Aioa-voXecos  [read 

'H\tou7roXf(uy]  rrjs  Alyirmov,  rj  Heftevvvnjs'"  in  like  manner 
as  he  is  made  to  style  himself  in  the  spurious  letter  to 
Ptolemy  Philadelphus  both  “ yhu  Xe^svvvrrjs,"  and 
ovnoXl-Tps."  And  again  Suidas  has  the  following:  “ Ma- 
vaiOcos  ’bUi’Sqs.’'  We  have  another  hint,  perhaps,  of  the 
close  union  of  the  two  works  and  their  authors  in  the  desig- 
nations of  the  last  two  dynasties  (the  last  two,  that  is,  of 
the  original  xxx  dynasties)  in  the  Manetho  of  Africanus, 
which  we  suppose  to  be  the  compilation  of  Ptolemy,  Dyn. 
XXIX  being  there  named  Mendesian,  as  if  in  compliment 
to  the  native  city  of  the  author,  Ptolemy  of  Mendes,  while 
Dyn.  XXX  is  named  Sebennyte  as  if  in  compliment  to  the 
native  city  of  the  original  Manetho  of  Sebennys.  Whatever 
pretexts  may  have  been  available  to  justify  these  designa- 
tions (and  it  is  possible  enough  that  there  were  pretexts), 
there  is  no  trace  elsewhere  of  either  of  the  two  cities 
Mendes  or  Sebennys  having  ever  been  the  capital  of  any 
Egyptian  king  or  dynasty : and  in  the  Chronicle,  the  oldest 
document  on  the  subject,  the  same  two  dynasties  are  de- 
signated simply  and  alike  Tanite,  from  Tanis,  which  was 
the  most  ancient  capital  of  the  Delta  and  of  all  Egypt. 
Africanus,  and  Eusebius  who  copies  from  him,  ascribes 
certain  things  to  the  author  of  the  Chronicle,  certain  others 
again  to  Manetho,  and  lastly  other  things  to  some  authors 
or  author  unnamed  who  had  a reputation  for  “ exactness," 
which  last  we  infer  to  be  Ptolemy  of  Mendes.  But  some- 
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times  they  ascribe  to  Manetho  what  certainly  belonged 
rather  to  the  last  of  the  three  above-named  and  not  to 
Manetho.  And  this  is  intelligible,  if  the  work  of  Ptolemy 
was  in  fact  a re-edition  of  Manetho,  and  yet  contained 
passages  and  notices  in  which  its  compiler  alluded  to  the 
true  Manetho  and  to  the  author  of  the  Chronicle  as  distinct 
from  himself  and  from  one  another.  Asfor  Syncellus,  he 
naturally  follows  Africanus  and  Eusebius  in  identifying  the 
work  used  by  Africanus,  or  at  least  the  lists  and  other 
matter  extracted  from  it,  with  the  work  of  the  original 
Manetho,  though  in  so  doing  they  are  all  sometimes  at 
variance  with  the  testimony  of  others  respecting  Manetho, 
and  even  at  variance  with  their  own.  So,  for  instance,  when 
Syncellus  Bays  that,  “ Manetho  in  his  Book  in.  brought 
down  a series  of  thirty-one  dynasties  to  Ochus  and  Nec- 
tanebo  ” (elsewhere  he  says  more  correctly  “ to  Darius  ”) 
“in  1050  years,”  it  is  plain  that  he  is  here  speaking  not  of 
the  original  Manetho,  of  whom  Africanus,  Eusebius,  and 
Syncellus  himself  all  testify  that  he  ended  in  xxx  dynasties 
(the  number  of  the  Chronicle)  at  Ochus  and  Nectanebo,  but 
of  a later  writer,  the  compiler  of  a book  which,  as  being  an 
abridgment  and  re-edition  of  Manetho,  was  liable  to  be  con- 
founded with  the  original  and  genuine  work. 

But  Syncellus  confuses  with  the  original  Manetho  not 
only  the  Manetho  of  Africanus  and  Eusebius,  but  also 
another  distinct  and  later  work  of  the  same  kind,  which  he 
found  in  the  Chronographies  of  Anianus  and  Panodorus. 
This  seems  to  have  been  entitled,  the  “ Book  of  Sothis,” 
and  to  have  been  cast  in  a cyclical  form,  based  like  the 
scheme  of  Ptolemy  of  Mendes  on  the  period  of  the  Old 
Chronicle.  And  it  is  from  this  latter  work  that  Syncellus 
copies  the  spurious  letter  of  Manetho  to  Ptolemy,  which 
may  nevertheless  possibly  have  belonged  also  to  the  older 
work  used  by  Africanus.  But  whether  the  letter  itself,  the 
contents  of  which  certainly  point  to  the  Book  of  Sothis,  was 
copied  by  the  author  of  that  book  from  Ptolemy,  or  fabri- 
cated by  himself,  the  work  of  Ptolemy,  and  even  as  it  seems 
that  of  the  true  and  original  Manetho,  contained  something  of 
a similar  kind,  to  which  Josephus  may  allude  when  he  intro- 
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iluces  Manetho  himself  as  professing  to  have  followed  the 
monuments  and  archives  of  the  Egyptian  sanctuaries,  and  to 
have  translated  from  the  hieroglyphic  and  hieratic  writings 
into  Greek  for  the  information  of  the  king  his  master. 

The  last  instance  which  we  shall  adduce  of  the  name  of 
Manetho  being  applied  either  to  the  work  used  by  Afri- 
canus  or  else  to  the  Book  of  Sothis,  which  last  is  here  rather 
the  case,  is  a passage  from  Jamblichus: — “ Tdy  pkv  ovv 
oXas  up^ds  'KppF)s  tv  /3if3\iois  [read  eTeo-t]  Tpiapvplois,  tor 
IXeXevKOS  dvsypd^raro,  1)  Tpurfivpion  re  teal  i^a/cur^iX Lois  /cal 
Trevra/cotriois  /cal  tt/coai  irtvrt,  tor  Mavtdws  lenopu,  reXJw r 
tiTrt&eil-e.”  “ Now  as  regards  all  the  first  principles  and 
beginnings  [of  the  universe],  Hermes  (Thoth)  wrote  a 
complete  account  of  this  whole  subject  in  30,000  books 
[read  years],  according  to  Seleucus,  or  in  36,525  according 
to  the  assertion  of  Manetho.”  ( Jambl . De  M/jst.  JEy/jpt. 
sect.  viii.  c.  i.)  On  this  passage  it  is  to  be  noticed,  first,  that 
the  30,000  years  named  by  Seleucus  and  the  36,525  named 
by  the  author  called  Manetho,  are  both  equally  to  be  re- 
ferred to  the  sum  of  the  Old  Chronicle,  whether  it  be  that 
Seleucus  expressed  himself  in  round  numbers,  or  that  he  dis- 
tinguished the  30,000  years  given  in  the  Chronicle  to  the 
Sun-god  alone  as  the  proper  period  of  the  formation  of  the 
universe  or  cosmogony.  Secondly,  it  is  to  be  noticed  that  the 
reduction  of  the  Old  Chronicle  being  the  common  basis  of  the 
schemes  both  of  l’tolemy  of  Mcndes  and  also  of  Anianus  and 
Panodorus,  no  argument  can  be  drawn  from  the  mere  fact  that 
its  period  is  here  ascribed  to  Manetho  towards  showing  that 
the  author  intended  is  the  one  followed  by  Africanus  rather 
than  the  one  personated  by  Anianus  and  Panodorus.  Only 
the  word  'Ep/ri}y  seems  to  connect  itself  with  the  epistle 
quoted  by  Syncellus  from  the  Book  of  Sothis,  and  with  the 
notice  contained  in  this  same  epistle  of  Manetho  having  de- 
rived his  information  about  the  earliest  times  from  the  stelas 
of  the  first  Hermes,  translated  in  Egypt  by  the  son  of  the 
second  Hermes,  who  was  also  the  father  of  Tat. 

Assuming  that  the  general  idea  of  the  reduction,  as  stated 
above,  is  intelligible  to  the  reader,  and  that  it  seems  in  itself 
likely,  the  question  will  suggest  itself,— Why  should  Ptolemy 
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of  Mendes,  or  any  other,  have  gone  back  to  the  Chronicle  as 
the  original  source  of  Manetho’s  incredible  myriads  of  years, 
in  order  to  reduce  its  sum,  rather  than  that  of  Manetho  ? 
Or,  if  this  were  because  the  original  and  unaltered  sum  was 
more  suitable  for  division  by  12  than  that  of  Manetho,  which 
had  been  altered,  then  why  did  he  go  back  only  to  the  Chro- 
nicle, which  was  not  itself  tho  true  original,  but  altered  from 
the  original  no  less  than  that  of  Manetho  ? These  questions 
are  natural,  and  demand  an  answer ; and  the  answer  is  not 
difficult  to  find. 

The  myriads  of  Manetho,  viz.  those  24,900  years  which  he 
gave  to  the  Gods,  Demigods,  and  Manes,  and  which  Ptolemy 
of  Mendes  might  assign  tacitly  to  the  old  world,  divide  cer- 
tainly by  12  without  a remainder,  but  they  produce,  on  being 
so  divided,  a sum  of  only  2,075  years,  falling  short  by 
(2922 — 2075=)  847  of  the  two  cycles  which  in  the  original 
scheme  of  the  diroicaTdcrTtuns  were  given  to  the  old  world, 
that  is,  to  the  antediluvians,  including  something  more  than 
the  years  by  which  they  outlived  the  Flood.  On  the  other 
hand,  if  the  sum  of  the  oldest  and  truly  original  scheme  of 
an  diroKardcrraaris  in  xxv  cycles  and  36,525  years  had  been 
adopted,  and  its  first  xxiv  cycles  had  been  divided  by  12, 
the  result  would  have  been  a return  to  the  naked  historical 
truth,  2922  years  being  so  produced  for  the  Gods,  and 
(217 + 903  = ) 1120  more  bringing  one  on  to  the  cyclical 
epoch  of  B.C.  1322,  and  needing  only  the  insertion  of  341 
fictitious  years  to  make  time  seem  to  have  run  from  the  first 
in  Sothic  Cycles,  and  to  complete  the  xxv  cycles  and  36,525 
years,  the  whole  “ astrological  period  ” of  the  dwoKardorcwrty. 
And  for  the  real  historical  time  which  had  been  added  since 
n.c.  1322,  in  the  reign  of  Rameses  III.,  viz.  978  to  Nec- 
tanebo,  + 40  more  to  the  date  of  the  Chronicle, + 300  more 
(as  we  may  guess)  to  the  date  at  which  Ptolemy  of  Mendes 
wrote, — making  in  all  1318  years,  there  would  have  been  no 
room  in  the  scheme.  But  such  results  as  these  were  far 
from  suiting  the  purpose  of  the  Egyptian  author,  who 
wished  to  maintain  and  to  recommend  by  his  ingenuity, 
not  to  expose,  the  pretensions  of  his  predecessors  and  his 
colleagues  to  an  antiquity  far  surpassing  that  of  other  na- 
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tions.  What  was  plainly  necessary  to  concede  to  the 
Greeks  was  alone  to  be  conceded ; so  that  on  the  one  hand 
neither  should  the  sums  of  years  exhibited  be  any  longer 
regarded  by  them  as  simply  incredible  and  ridiculous,  nor  the 
distinction  between  the  old  and  the  present  world,  now  be- 
come more  familiar,  be  so  entirely  ignored  as  before ; nor 
yet,  on  the  other  hand,  should  the  antiquity  claimed  for  the 
Egyptian  dynasties  of  kings  after  Menes  be  curtailed,  as 
Eratosthenes  had  sought  to  curtail  it.  In  point  of  fact,  so 
it  might  be  said  to  Greek  inquirers,  even  Manetho  had 
omitted  or  consolidated  many  of  the  331  kings,  predecessors 
of  Sesostris,  who  had  been  named  by  the  priests  to  Hero- 
dotus and  Ilccatams,  and  who  were  still  enumerated  in  the 
hieratic  papyri,  or  on  the  walls  of  the  temples.  It  was  not 
indeed  necessary,  nor  reasonable,  to  reckon  to  every  king  a 
full  generation  of  33  J years,  as  had  been  done  by  Herodotus, 
so  as  to  make  11,000  or  12,000  years  from  Menes  to  the 
time  of  Augustus ; but  the  kings  themselves  were  named  in 
papyri  above  a thousand  years  old,  and  had  no  doubt  existed. 
They  might  therefore  reasonably  be  added  to  those  whom 
Manetho  had  enumerated,  it  being  understood  that  he  had 
omitted  some  subordinate  but  numerous  dynasties,  and  had 
imitated  the  author  of  the  Chronicle  in  transferring  to  Gods 
and  Demigods  some  of  the  earlier  of  those  xxx  dynasties  of 
kings  which  had  really  reigned  in  Egypt. 

For  both  the  purposes  of  Ptolemy  the  Chronicle,  which 
though  not  itself  the  original  cyclical  scheme,  was  yet  the 
immediate  source  followed  and  altered  by  Manetho,  offered 
a convenient  basis.  It  already  contained  in  germ  that  redu- 
plication of  two  cycles  of  solar  years  which  was  now  to  be 
more  distinctly  exhibited. 

First  it  had  a sum  of  30,681  years,  derived  indeed  from 
the  month-years  of  an  older  scheme,  but  in  it  no  longer  really 
months,  nor  divisible  by  12,  but  rather  fictitious,  or  nominal, 
or  cosmical  years.  And  these,  if  treated  again  as  mouths 
and  divided  by  12,  would  give  2556  full  years,  besides  a re- 
mainder of  9,  a sum  short  of  2 cycles,  or  2922  years,  by  only 
366  ; or  if  the  9 were  allowed  to  retain  their  character  of 
years,  and  were  added  to  the  2556,  by  only  357  ; that  is,  by 
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only  16  years  more  than  the  341  necessarily  to  be  inter- 
polated somewhere  if  all  time  was  to  have  commenced  from  a 
cyclical  epoch,  and  to  have  run  from  the  first  in  the  mould 
of  the  Sothic  Cycle.  So  that  in  this  space  (given,  it  is  true, 
by  the  Chronicle  to  the  Sun-god  alone,  but  by  others  before 
and  after,  as  by  Manetlio,  to  the  Gods,  Demigods,  and 
Manes),  the  period  of  the  old  world,  for  such  as  knew  any- 
thing of  its  existence,  might  be  conveniently  shadowed ; and 
the  Gods,  Demigods  or  Heroes,  and  Manes  of  Manetho 
might  reign  over  an  antediluvian  Egypt,  while  all  the  kings 
from  Menes  downwards  should  people  the  existing  world. 

Then,  for  the  existing  world,  there  followed  in  the  Chro- 
nicle two  whole  cycles  or  2922  years  of  Cronus  and  the  xn 
Gods  his  descendants,  being  in  their  origin  those  very  years 
of  the  antediluvians  which  had  been  multiplied  by  12  and 
expanded  from  2922  solar  into  (30,681+2922  + 1461  = ) 
35,064  month-years,  and  being  equal  to  the  quotient  of 
30,681,  divided  by  12,  with  the  remainder  of  9 and  357 
besides  added.  These  then,  being  vacated  in  a manner  by 
the  translation  of  the  xm  Gods  of  the  Chronicle  into  the 
30,681  years  of  the  Sun,  might  all  be  occupied  by  kings,  ns 
1000  of  them,  or  (which  comes  to  the  same  thing)  22  of  them 
with  978  other  fictitious  years,  fabricated  by  reduplication 
from  another  source,  had  already  been  covered  with  kings 
by  Manetho. 

These  2922  years,  with  341  fictitious  years  needed  to 
make  time  seem  to  have  run  from  the  beginning  in  Sothic 
Cycles, + 217  of  vm  Demigods, + 483  of  the  cycle  current 
under  the  Ptolemies  thrown  up  from  between  B.C.  345 
and  a.d.  139,  + 1881  of  kings  from  Menes  to  Nectanebo, 
amounting  in  all  to  5844  years,  make  the  last  four  of  the 
xxv  cycles  of  the  Chronicle,  to  parallel  which  Manetho  (if 
the  years  ofhis  Gods,  Demigods,  and  Manes  be  set  apart) 
has  only  the  3555  years  of  his  kings.  Ptolemy  therefore,  if 
he  wished  to  retain  the  cyclical  scheme  and  to  exhibit  four 
complete  cycles  below  the  reigns  of  the  gods  answering  to 
the  last  four  of  the  xxv  cycles  of  the  Chronicle,  would  have 
to  convert  into  reigns  of  kings  those  1922  years  of  the  gods 
of  the  Chronicle  which  Manetho  had  not  either  directly  or 
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indirectly,  converted  already,  also  those  26  years  of  the  in- 
terval between  Alexander  and  the  Lagidae  which  Manetho 
had  not  followed  the  Chronicle  in  throwing  up  (though  he 
threw  up  the  14  between  Nectanebo  and  Alexander),  and 
lastly,  the  34 1 fictitious  years  needed  to  make  time  run  from 
the  first  in  the  mould  of  the  Sothic  Cycle.  So  the  whole 
sum  to  be  added  would  amount  to  2289  years. 

But  thus,  it  will  be  noticed,  (341  + 16  = ) 357  of  those 
(341+26  = ) 367  years  of  the  Chronicle  which  are  omitted 
by  Manetho,  are  added  not  once  only  but  twice  in  the 
scheme  of  Ptolemy.  For  first  357  years  are  added  to  make 
up  the  sum  of  the  Gods  from  (2556  + 9)  to  2922  ; and  again 
the  same  sum  of  357  years  is  prefixed  to  the  existing  world. 
In  this  last  exhibition  of  it,  it  intervenes  between  the  Gods 
and  Menes,  and  commences  the  sum  of  5844  years  or  four 
cycles  which  is  to  be  completed  by  an  addition  of  1932  years 
to  the  3555  of  Manetho’s  kings,  in  like  manner  as  Manetho’s 
sum  of  3555  had  been  made  up  by  an  addition  of  1674  to 
the  original  number  of  1881  years  of  the  kings  as  it  stood 
in  the  Chronicle.  So  Ptolemy  made  in  all  5487  years 
of  kings;  and  the  357  years  prefixed  to  these  and  given 
tacitly  perhaps  to  the  Manes,  at  any  rate  not  given  to 
kings,  allowed  lime  (for  such  as  understood  the  need  of  an 
interval)  for  the  repeopling  of  the  earth  and  the  growth  of 
nations,  languages,  and  religions  between  the  Flood  and 
Menes.  The  three  schemes  of  the  Chronicle,  of  Manetho 
(without  the  years  of  his  Gods,  Demigods,  and  Manes),  and 
of  Ptolemy  will  stand  parallel  one  to  another  as  follows; 
the  additions  made  by  each  of  the  two  later  schemes  to  the 
years  of  the  kings  being  printed  in  red : — 

Chron.  l2)30,G3l=(25SG.+9+  [341  + 16  +I0]+(I622  + 100O)+[14]+217+[443]+l8SI 

Man ....... — — — 1(2X1)+  II  +317  + 443  +18S1 

{ 2366  +6+  r [31 1 + 16}= 2922. 

Vtnl  l I [341  + 16]+  16+  1622  + 1X2)  + 1 +212+  413  +1WI+  :’,=.WI4. 

The  real  purpose  of  Ptolemy  being  in  effect  to  reduplicate 
the  first  two  cycles  of  the  earlier  schemes  so  as  to  gain  two 
new  cycles  of  his  own  for  the  old  world,  while  the  whole 
four  cycles  of  the  Chronicle  being  vacated  completely  by 
the  antediluvians  should  be  available  for  postdiluvian  kings, 
it  may  seem  at  first  sight  a clumsy  and  round-about  process 
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towards  this  end  to  divide  by  twelve  30,681  nominal  years 
of  the  Chronicle,  which  in  it  are  not  months  nor  divisible 
by  12  without  remainder,  and  which  even  though  divided 
by  12,  and  having  the  remainder  of  9 units  added  to  the 
quotient,  do  not  produce  the  sum  needed,  when  the  sum 
needed  might  have  been  obtained  at  once  by  dividing  the 
original  35,064  month-years  of  a scheme  older  than  the 
Chronicle.  And  if  this  had  been  done,  the  difficulty  caused 
by  the  myriads  of  years  of  later  schemes  being  so  explained 
and  removed  in  its  very  source,  it  would  have  been  just  as 
easy,  one  might  think,  and  simpler,  for  Ptolemy  to  forge  and 
insert  if  he  pleased  two  whole  cycles  of  fresh  years,  as  to 
forge  a supplementary  sum  of  357  years  to  help  out  the 
insufficiency  of  the  (2556  + 9 = ) 2565  years  obtained  by 
reduction  from  the  Chronicle.  But  it  is  to  be  borne  in 
mind  that  though  the  schemes  of  Eratosthenes,  of  Manetho, 
and  of  the  Chronicle,  were  extant  in  Greek,  and  known  or 
accessible,  the  older  scheme  which  had  served  as  a basis  to 
the  Chronicle  was  most  likely  altogether  unknown  to  the 
Greeks;  and  it  was  for  the  Greeks  alone  that  Ptolemy 
wrote.  And  the  Chronicle  being  both  the  oldest  document 
of  the  kind  in  Greek,  and  the  document  followed  more  or 
less  both  by  Manetho  and  by  Eratosthenes,  while  its  myriads 
of  years  seemed  to  exceed  those  of  Manetho,  it  was  natural 
that  the  method  of  reduction,  which  had  been  hinted  to  some 
of  the  Greeks  long  before,  should  be  applied  to  this  docu- 
ment rather  than  to  any  other.  And,  the  origin  of  the  first 
xxi  cycles  or  30,681  years  given  by  the  Chronicle  either 
expressly  or  indirectly  to  the  Sun-god  being  unknown,  these 
years  seemed  to  be  distinct,  though  they  were  not  really 
distinct,  from  the  two  cycles  following  them,  viz.  the  first 
two  of  human  time,  given  by  the  Chronicle  to  Cronus  and 
xii  other  Gods  his  descendants.  Thus  these  30,681  nominal 
years  of  the  Chronicle  offered  to  Ptolemy  something  like 
the  reduplication  which  he  wanted,  or  the  greater  part  of  it, 
ready  made  to  his  hand ; and  when  the  bulk  of  the  years 
really  created  by  himself  seemed  to  have  been  obtained  by  a 
plausible  explanation  and  reduction  of  an  incredible  sum  not 
invented  by  him,  but  pre-existing  in  an  older  document,  and 
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already  in  possession  of  the  ground,  the  fabrication  and  addi- 
tion of  any  small  supplementary  sum  of  his  own  would  pass 
unnoticed.  Whereas,  if  he  had  begun  by  reducing  all  those 
nominal  years  which  were  really  in  their  origin  only  months, 
and  therefore  in  their  complete  sum  the  proper  subjects  of 
such  reduction,  he  would  at  once  have  overshot  his  mark  in 
the  amount  of  reduction,  as  has  been  already  explained 
above,  and  any  subsequent  fabrication  and  insertion  of 
fictitious  cycles  would  have  been  too  bold  and  open  an 
imposture. 

The  supplementary  sum  needed  to  help  out  the  2565 
years  obtained  by  reduction  from  the  Chronicle,  so  as  to 
bring  them  up  to  2922  (which  would  have  been  produced  by 
dividing  the  original  35,064  month-years),  being  357,  this 
number,  as  has  been  remarked,  exceeded  by  only  16  the  sum 
of  those  341  fictitious  or  cosmical  years  which  were  ne- 
cessarily to  be  added  to  true  human  time  (and  chronolo- 
gically to  be  prefixed  at  the  head  of  all)  in  every  scheme 
which  pretended  to  make  time  run  from  the  first  in  Sothic 
Cycles.  And  some  such  space  as  341  years,  at  least,  it  was 
necessary  also  to  leave  vacant  at  the  head  of  those  four 
cycles  originally  lying  (whether  as  time  past  or  as  time 
anticipated)  between  the  creation  antedated  by  341  years 
and  a.d.  139,  but  now  given  solely  to  the  existing  or  postdi- 
luvian world  ; and  so  given  as  to  end  with  the  fourth  year  of 
Darius  Codoraannus,  i.e.  470  years  too  early.  Hence  it 
may  have  seemed  to  Ptolemy  that  it  would  be  at  once  conve- 
nient and  symmetrical,  and  in  some  sense  an  improvement 
upon  the  older  schemes,  if  he  took  (341  + 16  = ) 357  years 
instead  of  341  of  those  standing  at  the  head  of  the  four  cycles 
of  the  Chronicle,  where  the  341  ought  to  be  reckoned  and 
prefixed  chronologically ; and  made  of  these  357  a joint  or 
hinge  as  it  were  of  double  application;  to  unite  into  one 
6crics  both  the  2565  years,  the  creation  of  his  own  ingenuity, 
which  he  meant  to  give  to  the  old  world,  and  the  remain- 
ing  (5844  — 357=)  5487  years  of  true  human  time  in  the 
Chronicle  which  he  meant  to  give  to  Egyptian  kings. 

Standing  thus  in  the  midst  between  the  two  parts  of 
Ptolemy’s  scheme,  the  fictitious  of  the  old  and  the  chro- 
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nological  of  the  existing  world,  these  357  years  might  be 
equally  made  to  coalesce  with  the  2565  fictitious  years 
above  (so  as  to  bring  them  up  to  2922,  that  is,  to  two  cycles), 
or  with  the  5487  chronological  years  below  (so  as  to  make 
with  them  an  exhibition  of  5844  years,  that  is,  of  four  Cycles). 
And  the  whole  scheme,  if  the  357  years  were  reckoned  only 
once,  would  consist  either  of  (2565  + 357  = ) 2922  + 5487,  or 
of  2565  + (357+5487  = ) 5844,  according  as  the  357  were 
used  to  fill  up  either  the  fictitious  sum  of  the  antediluviun 
or  the  chronological  sum  of  the  postdiluvian  world,  to  two  or 
to  four  perfect  Cycles  respectively.  But  if,  which  would  be 
optional,  and  which  would  rather  be  the  case,  the  357  years 
were  reckoned  twice  over,  once  as  the  supplement  and  com- 
plement needed  by  the  antediluvians  above,  and  again  as  the 
cyclical  commencement  necessarily  to  be  prefixed  to  the  un- 
cyclical  aggregate  of  human  time  given  to  the  postdiluvians 
below,  then  the  whole  scheme  would  consist  of  (2565  + 357  = ) 
2922 +(357 +6487  = ) 5844;  and  the  two  sums  2922  and 
5844  together  would  make  8766,  feigned  to  end  not  with  the 
last  year  of  Neetanebo  in  B.c.  345,  but  with  the  Egyptian 
accession  of  Alexander  in  B.c.  332  (since  13  years  between 
Neetanebo  and  Alexander,  which  had  been  thrown  up  by  the 
Chronicle  and  by  Manetho,  were  reckoned  by  Ptolemy  in  their 
true  place  and  given  to  a thirty-first  dynasty).  And  if  to 
the  sum  of  8766  again  we  were  to  append  those  historical 
years  which  had  intervened  between  the  feigned  cyclical 
epochs  of  B.c.  345  or  332  and  the  date  of  Ptolemy’s  writing, 
which  we  may  guess  to  have  been  about  340  years  later,  we 
may  collect  that  in  the  time  of  Augustus  the  scheme  might 
be  said  to  claim  for  Egyptian  records  an  antiquity  of  (8766 
+ 340=)  9106,  or  at  the  least  of  (9106  — 357  = ) 8749  years, 
so  exhibiting  that  coincidence  with  the  8000  or  9000  years 
of  Plato  and  Eudoxus,  which  is  noticed  by  Africanus. 

This  scheme,  however  strange  the  assertion  may  sound,  is 
the  first  and  only  one  out  of  six  Egyptian  schemes  with 
which  we  are  acquainted,  which  is  irreconcilable,  not  only 
on  the  surface  but  internally,  with  historical  truth.  The 
rest,  though  designed,  no  doubt,  to  impose  upon  strangers, 
and  even,  it  may  be,  upon  the  unlearned  of  the  Egyptians, 
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contained  no  mere  falsehoods  for  the  priests,  who  understood 
the  secret  of  their  construction.  But  the  scheme  of  Ptolemy 
of  Mendes,  in  aiming  after  a certain  end  which  regarded 
Greek  readers  only,  admitted  for  the  first  time  a plain  false- 
hood and  fabrication,  placing  it  in  contradiction  with  the  true 
Egyptian  reckoning  of  time  preserved,  under  whatever  super- 
ficial variations,  by  all  his  predecessors.  It  amounts  to  the 
same  thing  as  if  Ptolemy  had  openly  pretended  that  whereas 
hitherto  all  had  reckoned  three  Sothic  cycles  only  (short  at 
their  head  by  341  years)  from  the  beginning  of  human  time 
to  the  cyclical  epoch  of  b.c.  1322,  which  would  grow  into 
four  whenever  the  Cycle  current  under  the  Lagidas  and 
under  Augustus  should  run  out, — or,  in  other  words,  whereas 
they  had  all  reckoned  of  time  past  or  future  four  cycles  from 
the  beginning  to  the  year  139  of  our  vulgar  era,  they  ought 
on  the  contrary  to  have  reckoned  two  cycles,  or  2922  years 
more ; the  truth  being  that  the  whole  four  cycles  given  by 
the  Chronicle  to  human  time  belonged  to  the  postdiluvians 
alone,  and  were  covered  (all  but  the  341  inserted  to  make 
time  begin  from  a cyclical  epoch  and  16  years  besides,  mak- 
ing together  357  years)  by  Egyptian  kings ; the  Gods  and 
Demigods  having  occupied  two  earlier  cycles  of  years  sup- 
pressed by  Egyptian  chronologcrs  till  the  time  of  Ptolemy. 
And  whereas  in  the  older  schemes  the  341  years  inserted  to 
make  time  seem  to  have  run  in  the  mould  of  the  Cycle,  and 
those  years  of  the  Cycle  current  under  the  Ptolemies  which 
were  anticipated  and  thrown  up,  were  understood  by  the 
learned  to  be  years  merely  nominal,  unchronologically  placed, 
and  easily  distinguishable  from  the  true  chronology  em- 
bodied in  the  same  schemes,  — this  in  the  scheme  of  Ptolemy 
of  Mendes  was  no  longer  the  case.  Six  cycles  (a  false 
number)  being  exhibited,  instead  of  four  (the  true),  there 
was  no  longer  any  object  to  be  answered  in  understanding 
(if  any  one  still  understood)  that  some  of  the  dynasties  of 
kings  were  placed  in  years  anticipated  and  thrown  up  from 
below,  and  that  the  whole  series  of  cycles  was  only  feigned  to 
begin  and  to  end  at  epochs  which  were  not  really  cyclical. 
Nor  could  even  the  341  years,  at  least  not  those  341  years 
which  had  been  inserted  by  the  older  schemes  for  a cyclical 
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purpose,  and  which  in  truth  though  not  ostensibly  were  now 
prefixed  at  the  head  of  the  four  postdiluvian  cycles,  be  re- 
garded any  longer  as  a merely  nominal  addition ; for  if  they 
were  so  regarded,  then  instead  of  an  interval  of  -.357  years 
between  the  Flood  and  Menes,  we  should  have  Egypt  already 
repeopled,  its  language  and  religion  formed,  and  Menes 
founding  its  monarchy  in  the  17th  year  after  the  Flood.  If 
the  subject  were  capable  of  being  canvassed  seriously,  and 
Ptolemy  had  pretended  that  the  341  cosmical  or  nominal 
years  necessary  to  make  time  run  in  the  mould  of  the  Cycle, 
and  inserted  in  the  older  schemes,  had  been  retained  from 
them  by  himself  mutatis  mutandis,  and  were  to  be  looked 
for  and  reckoned  chronologically  in  his  own,  as  in  those 
older  schemes,  at  the  top  of  all,  then,  these  years  being  so 
reckoned  first,  it  would  follow  that  his  own  peculiar  addition 
of  two  cycles  to  the  four  of  the  Chronicle  commences  only 
after  the  341  years  have  been  reckoned,  and  ends  only  with 
the  341st  year  of  his  third  cycle,  answering  to  the  341st  of 
the  first  cycle  of  the  older  schemes.  And  beginning  hence, 
if  we  parallel  the  scheme  of  Ptolemy  with  that  of  t)ie  Chro- 
nicle, it  will  appear  that  at  that  point  at  which  the  Chro- 
nicle places  or  indicates  the  commencement  of  the.  17th  year 
of  Cronus,  or  as  we  should  say  of  Adam,  Ptolemy  of  Mendes 
places  the  accession  of  Menes ; and  those  (2922  4-217  = )3 139 
years  which  in  the  earlier  schemes,  whether  divided  among 
xm  Gods  and  vm  Demigods,  or  in  any  other  way,  represent 
the  whole  time  of  the  antediluvian  world,  and  of  the  post- 
diluvian too,  until  the  growth  of  nations  and  the  rise  of 
monarchies,  are  in  the  scheme  of  Ptolemy  covered  all  alike 
by  kings,  successors  of  Menes.  If  Manetho  could  have  re- 
turned to  life  to  see  Eusebius  or  Syncellus  calculating  how 
many  of  his  3555  years  of  kings  were  to  be  disallowed  as 
running  up  before  the  Flood,  and  how  many  more  as  cover- 
ing the  space  between  the  Flood  and  Abraham,  or  between 
the  Flood  and  the  Dispersion,  he  might  have  told  them  with 
a smile  that,  if  they  had  had  more  wit,  they  might  have  saved 
themselves  this  trouble,  since  all  those  dynasties  and  reigns 
really  contemporaneous  which  he  had  exhibited  as  consecu- 
tive he  had  at  the  same  time  ticketed  and  labelled  for  such 
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as  understood,  by  giving  to  them  years  of  the  current  Cycle 
reduplicated  or  thrown  up,  or  years  previously  appropriated 
in  older  documents,  which  he  alluded  to,  to  the  Gods  or 
Demigods.  But  if  Eusebius  or  Syncellus  had  lopped  away 
after  their  fashion  some  of  the  5487  years  of  kings  feigned 
by  l’tolemy  of  Mendes  to  commence  in  the  year  of  the  world 
17,  according  to  Egyptian  reckoning,  and  yet  to  end  at  the 
cosmocracy  of  Alexander  with  the  year  of  the  world  (5503  — 
470  = ) 5173,  which  implies  again  that  they  began  (470 — 
16  = ) 454  years  before  the  first  year  of  Cronus  or  Adam, 
or  before  the  creation,  Ptolemy  would  have  had  no  means  of 
defending  himself,  the  chronology  of  Egypt  from  which  he 
bad  departed  agreeing  much  more  nearly,  though  still  far 
from  exactly,  with  the  reckoning  of  Syncellus,  and  much 
more  closely  even  with  that  of  Eusebius  than  with  his  own. 

Perhaps  he  would  have  said,  that  for  such  as  were  in  the 
secret  the  2922  years  given  by  him  to  the  old  world,  if  he 
were  understood  to  give  to  it  two  cycles,  were  all  separable 
as  fictitious,  or  all  but  16,  and  those  16  reduplicated  and 
thrown  up  from  between  Nectanebo  and  the  year  n.c.  329; 
and  that  the  learned,  after  thus  setting  aside  the  fictitious 
space  given  to  the  old  world,  would  find  no  difficulty  in  the 
fact  that  he  had  covered  the  four  previously  known  and  re- 
cognised cycles  (all  but.  341  years  fictitious  or  cosmical,  and 
16  of  the  years  thrown  up  from  between  Alexander  and 
the  Lagidfe)  with  kings,  seeing  that  in  so  doing  he  had 
only  followed  the  example  of  Manetho  and  others,  who  had 
placed  unc'nronologically,  for  whatever  reason,  reigns  and  dy- 
nasties of  which  many  might  be  contemporaneous,  but  which 
perhaps  had  all,  nevertheless,  a true  historical  existence. 

THE  INTRODUCTION 

of  Ptolemy’s  own  composition,  in  which  he  either  spoke  in 
his  own  name,  or  at  least  did  not  affect  to  personate  Mane- 
tho, probably  gave  the  reader  to  understand  that  the  ridicule 
often  directed  by  Greeks  against  the  myriads  of  years  of 
Manetho  and  other  Egyptian  chroniclers  was  prompted  by  a 
misunderstanding.  It  explained  that  those  myriads  of  years 
consisted  originally  only  of  months,  which  might  be  reduced 
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by  division  to  true  civil  years,  and  that  when  so  reduced 
they  gave  to  Egypt  an  antiquity  greatly  transcending,  no 
doubt,  that  of  other  nations,  but  still  not  exceeding  the 
bounds  of  credibility.  It  gave  the  outline  of  the  Old 
Chronicle  in  the  form  in  which  it  has  reached  us  through 
Africanus  and  Syncellus  (printed  above  in  Greek  at  p.  9), 
as  the  oldest  Greek  document  of  the  kind,  the  source  which 
Manetho  had  followed  in  some  respects,  though  he  had 
varied  from  it  in  others;  and  it  proposed  to  reduce  the  first 
30,68 1 of  its  years,  as  if  these  had  been  the  original  and  full 
sum  of  month-years  from  which  the  24,900  of  Manetho  were 
derived  as  a variation  and  curtailment. 

This  reduction  having  been  made,  and  the  product  being 
a sum  of  2556  civil  years,  with  a remainder  of  9, — which,  as 
seeming  not  to  have  been  obtained  by  multiplication,  might 
be  treated  as  being  originally  and  of  themselves  full  years, — 
these  9 with  the  2556  made  2565  civil  years:  to  which  357, 
taken  from  the  full  years  which  follow  next  in  the  Chronicle 
after  the  30,681,  being  added,  there  was  obtained  a sum  of 
(2565  + 357  = ) 2922  civil  years,  or  two  complete  cycles, 
over  which  probably  were  distributed  those  Gods,  Demigods, 
and  Manes  which  Manetho  had  placed  in  the  first  vn  of  his 
xxx  dynasties,  and  in  the  first  of  his  three  books. 

From  this  part  of  the  Introduction  it  might  be  that  Afri- 
canus took  that  enumeration  of  the  seven  groups  of  the 
Gods,  Demigods,  and  Manes,  with  Mauetho’s  own  sums  of 
their  years  unreduced,  which  has  been  given  already  in 
English  at  p.  91,  and  which  in  the  Latin  translation,  made 
from  the  old  Armenian  version  of  the  Chronicle  of  Eusebius 
( Chron . 1.  i.  c.  19,  ed.  Mai,  Horn.  1833),  is  as  follows: — 

. . . “ Ex  Manethone  . . . 

“ Primus  iEgyptiorum  Deus  Vulcanus  fuit,  qui  etiam 
ignis  repertor  apud  eos  celebratur.  Ex  eo  Sol:  postea  Agatho- 
deemon;  deinde  Saturnus : turn  Osiris:  exin  Osiridis  frater 
Typhon  : ad  extremum  llorus,  Osiridis  et  Isidis  filius.  Hi 
primi  inter  -'Egyptios  rerum  potiti  sunt. 

“ Dcinceps  continuata  successione  dclapsa  est  regia  potes- 
tas  usque  ad  Bytin,  per  annos  [Deorum  omnium]  tredecim 
mille  ac  nongentos.  Lunarem  tatnen  annum  intciligo,  vide- 

r t 3 


Digitized  by  Google 


438 


EGYPTIAN  CHRONICLES. 


licet  triginta  dicbus  constantem  : quern  enim  nunc  mensem 
dicimus,  -fEgyptii  olim  anni  nomine  indigitabant. 


“Post  Deos  regnavere  Heroes  annis  MCCLV  [mccxxx.] 
“ Rursusque  alii  Reges  dominati  sunt 

annis MDCCCXVII. 

“ Turn  alii  triginta  Reges,  Memphites  annis  MDCCXC. 

“ Deinde  alii  Thinites  decern  Reges  annis  CCCL. 

“ Secuta  est  Manium  lleroumquc  Domi- 

natio  annis mmmmmdcccxiii. 


“ Summa  temporum  in  undecim  rnillia  consurgit  annorum, 
qui  tamen  lunares,  nempe  menstrui  sunt.” 

“ Sed  reverit  dominatio  [quam  narrant  Egyptii]  Deorum, 
Heroum,  et  Manium  tenuisse  putatur  lunares  annos  omnino 
viginti  quatuor  mille  et  nongenlos,  ex  quibus  fiunt  solares  anni 
mmccvi.”  [Correct,  and  read  “ mmlxxv  though  in  truth 
Manetho’s  sum,  of  24,900  is  a mixed  sum  made  up  of  900 
full  years,  which  need  no  reduction,  but  were  once  themselves 
in  the  older  schemes  multiplied  into  10,800  month-years  to 
which  they  are  equivalent,  and  from  which  they  were  re- 
duced again  by  Manetho,  and  24,000  month-years  reducible 
to  2000  full  civil  years.  So  the  true  value  of  the  whole  sum 
is  MMDCCCC.]  i 

What  may  have  been  the  distribution  of  years  made  by 
Ptolemy  to  each  of  the  above  seven  groups  or  classes,  sup- 
posing him  to  have  retained  from  Manetho  the  classes 
themselves,  one  cannot  say,  because  the  sum  of  the  years 
which  he  had  to  distribute  was  not  that  obtainable  directly 
by  division  from  the  24,900  of  Manetho  (this  would  have  been 
2075),  but  that  obtained  from  the  30,681  of  the  Chronicle, 
viz.  (2556  + 9 = ) 2565,  either  alone,  or  as  increased  by  357 
to  2922,  the  sum  which  would  have  been  obtainable  from 
35,064  month-years.  The  sums  of  Manetho,  though  men- 
tioned as  it  appears  by  Ptolemy,  are  neither  themselves 
divisible  without  remainders  by  12,  nor  are  there  any  indi- 
cations that  the  whole  space  corresponding  to  their  sum 
total  in  the  scheme  of  Ptolemy  was  divided  among  the 
seven  classes  named  by  Manetho  in  the  same  proportions. 

If  indeed  any  inference  were  to  be  drawn  from  the  dis- 
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tribution  of  Manetho,  it  would  be  this,  that  Ptolemy  gave  in 
his  Introduction  to  the  seven  groups  above  enumerated  the 
following  sums  of  reduced  or  full  years : — 

To  Group  i.  900. — reduced  [by  Manetho]  from  10,800 
To  Group  ii.  1083.  4m.  reduced  [by  Ptolemy]  from  13,000 

These  two  groups  together  making  1983  full  years  and  4 
months,  reduced  from  23,800  month-years.  Or,  if  the  two 
methods  are  mixed  together,  as  they  are  by  Manetho,  the 
900  being  reckoned  in  full  years  and  13,000  in  month-years, 
they  make  together  Manetho’s  nominal  sum  of  13,900. 
Then 


To  Group 

III. 

102.  6m.  reduced  from  . 

1230 

To  Group 

IV. 

151.  5m.  reduced  from  . 

1817 

To  Group 

V. 

149.  2m.  reduced  from  . 

1790 

To  Group 

VI. 

29.  2m.  reduced  from  . 

350 

To  Group 

VII. 

484.  5m.  reduced  from  . 

5813 

Besides 

22.  — reduced  [by  Manetho]  from 

264 

2922.  0. 

35~064 

But  whatever  were  in  truth  in  Ptolemy’s  own  scheme  the 
subdivisions  of  this  space  of  the  Gods,  Demigods,  and  Manes, 
one  thing  is  clear,  viz.  that  they  did  not,  as  in  the  work  of 
Manetho,  fill  vii  of  the  xxx  dynasties,  nor  enter  distinctly 
into  the  composition  of  what  was  still  called  in  Ptolemy’s 
work  the  “ First  Book  of  Manetho.”  On  the  contrary  they 
were  treated  of  only  in  Ptolemy’s  own  Introduction,  which 
was  then  followed  by  his  re-edition  and  abridgment  of 
Manetho’s  three  books,  or  rather  by  the  chronicle  or  lists  of 
regal  dynasties  contained  in  them,  extracted,  altered,  and 
added  to  by  the  compiler.  For  Ptolemy  transferred  to  kings 
the  first  seven  mythological  dynasties  of  Manetho’s  thirty, 
besides  appending  a thirty-first ; and  he  inserted  as  belong- 
ing to  his  new  dynasties  a sum  of  1932  years. 

After  those  notices  taken  from  the  mythological  part  of 
Ptolemy’s  Introduction  which  we  have  given  from  Eusebius, 
the  lists  of  kings  extracted  by  Africanus  are  given  both  by 
him  and  by  Syncellus ; by  Eusebius  with  such  extensive 
alterations  of  his  own  as  to  render  his  Manetho  a new  com- 
pilation, but  by  Syncellus  faithfully.  And  as  the  lists  of 
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Africanus  according  to  the  text  of  Syncellus  have  been 
already  printed  above  in  English  (p.  9 1 to  p.  98),  so  far  as 
they  were  needed  for  illustrating  the  scheme  of  the  original 
Manetho,  they  shall  now  be  given  in  Greek. 

Eusebius  introduces  them  with  these  words : “ Sequitur 
Triginta  Dynastiarum  a Mene  ad  Nectanebum  enumeratio, 
quam  statim  addimus : ” and  Syncellus  with  these  : 

“ llept  raiv  per  a rov  tanaicXva/wv  Ahyirmov  Awa<rreia>v,  (be 
6 'Afppircavbs  •”  For  Africanus,  as  we  learn  indirectly  by  a 
passage  of  Eusebius  probably  borrowed  from  him,  and  as  is 
here  stated  by  Syncellus,  considered  that  the  years  of  the 
world  before  the  Flood,  and  those  after  the  Flood  to  the 
Dispersion  and  to  Mizraim  or  Menes  (the  two  names  being 
identified),  were  covered  by  those  vast  periods  of  the  Egyp- 
tians which  consisted  really  of  months,  and  which  were  to  be 
reduced  to  as  many  years  as  the  Hebrew  reckoning  might 
allow ; while,  as  regarded  any  excess  still  remaining  in  the 
years  given  to  the  kings,  it  was  to  be  carefully  remembered 
that  there  might  have  been  in  early  times  a number  of 
dynasties  contemporary  with  one  another  in  different  parts 
of  Egypt,  besides  joint  reigns  in  one  and  the  same  local 
dynasty,  both  which  causes  together  might  easily  produce  a 
vast  sum  of  years. 

We  are  to  bear  in  mind  then  that  the  last  357  of  the 
mythological  years  contained  in  the  Introduction  of  Ptolemy, 
those,  that  is,  which  were  meant  to  be  reckoned  ambiguously 
either  to  the  end  of  the  old  or  to  the  beginning  of  the 
existing  world,  or  to  be  reduplicated  and  reckoned  to  both 
at  once,  are  understood  by  Africanus  to  cover  the  interval 
between  the  Flood  and  Menes.  And  the  same  perhaps  may 
be  hinted  by  a peculiarity  in  the  designation  of  the  seventh 
and  last  of  the  seven  mythological  groups  given  by  Ptolemy 
from  Manetho,  which  is  repeated  by  Africanus.  For  after 
two  groups  of  Gods,  and  after  a third  expressly  given  to 
“ Heroes  ” or  Demigods,  who  came  “ after  the  Gods,”  there 
follow  next  three  groups  of  kings,  who  should  therefore  be 
Ns/oisr  or  Manes,  especially  as  some  of  them  are  named 
Thinites  and  Memphites,  names  which  show  them  once  to 
have  been  men,  natives  of  two  Egyptian  capitals.  But,  after 
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these,  the  seventh  and  last  group  is  described  as  a “ Domi- 
natio  ” or  dynasty  “ of  Heroes  [i.  e.  Demigods]  and  Manes," 
so  that  some  have  taken  occasion  hence  to  suspect  an  error 
in  the  text,  and  that  this  last  group  and  its  sum  are  really  only 
a recapitulation,  adding  up  together  the  sums  of  the  four 
distinct  groups  of  Heroes  and  Manes  which  have  preceded. 
But  Africanus  in  passing  on  to  the  dynasties  of  kings  takes 
up  and  repeats  this  same  mixed  designation;  for  he  continues 
thus:  “ Mrra  Ksicvas  rout  'Hfudeovs,”  that  is,  as  we  may 
paraphrase  it,  “ After  the  Manes  who  are  the  Demigods,  ” 
or  “ after  the  Manes  who  are  also  called  Demigods ; ” and 
this  too  has  been  altered,  as  if  by  the  help  of  Eusebius, 
because  he  distinguishes  the  Gods,  and  Demigods,  and 
Manes,  as  three  separate  groups,  as  no  doubt  every  author 
did  who  named  them  at  all.  But  this  by  no  means  shows 
that  the  double  designation  of  the  last  mythological  group 
was  unintended,  or  that  the  group  itself  is  only  a recapitula- 
tion. On  the  contrary,  if  the  years  of  this  group,  or  part  of 
them,  were  meant  to  cover  the  interval  between  the  old 
world  and  the  commencement  of  the  Egyptian  monarchy,  the 
double  designation  has  a meaning ; since,  whatever  might  be 
the  origin  of  the  Thinite,  Memphite,  or  other  Manes  of  Ma- 
netho,  the  true  holders  of  the  chronological  space  between 
the  Flood  and  Mencs  are  the  vm  Demigods  of  the  Chronicle, 
whether  considered  as  living  on  the  earth  together  with  the 
still  surviving  antediluvians,  or  as  living  and  “ reigning  ” on 
after  their  departure.  So  the  addition  of  the  title  “ Demi- 
gods” to  Manes,  who  may  really  perhaps  be  Nubians  from 
the  hieratic  lists,  may  be  a hint  that  their  (484  + 22  = ) 506 
years  are  identical  chronologically  with  those  506  years  of  the 
Gods  and  Demigods  which  immediately  preceded  Menes. 

TOMOS  A'  MANEOtl. 

Mird  Nicuaf  tovq  'Upidtovg  /3\  *A Cui9tg  uidy  *Vt|  v&'  d rd  Iv  Mip- 

j3uoi\na  oiKofiofiiioag,  or 

B affiXeia  A povrat  J0t/3Xoi  dvaropixa! , iarpbg 

KctrapiQ/itirai  fiaaiXftov  ojerto,  wv  yap  i\v.  Athoth. 

irpwTOQ  y , KtvKivtjg  tnog  Irtj  Aa'*  but  the 

a*.  M ifvrtc  Otii'irrjg  k/3affi\ev(rev  trtj  sum  total  given  for  the  years  of 

SfT*  ovtoc  rrd  Imrorrordfiov  Sf  the  dynasty  requires  k a*. 

rt.Odpti.  Mena . <T.  Ovtrt^rjg  viog  hij  Ky' ’ iy*  ov  Xipog 
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Karift\ f n)v  Atyvir rov  ptyac" 
ovrog  rat  wipi  Kut\u)fitiv  fjyttpc 
IT vpapicag. 

t.  Ov<ra<pnt?o£  wot  irt)  r\  Ouazephaf 

?.  Mtf/3i£oc  wot  trtj  r+.  Bad-si  f 

£\  Xtpiprptjr  viog  irt)  *»/•  ip*  ov  pf'o- 
pa  ptyiort)  rareo^*  n)v  Alyvir- 
rov. 

ij'.  Bfvax*IC  wot  irt)  rr\ 

'Opov  in i nvy.  (62  + 57  4“ 21 
+23+20  + 26  + 18+26= 
253.) 

Syncellus  adds : Td  ri) t a'  iwaf* 
reiat  oiirm  jrwt  rat  Edat^tot  wt  d 'A^pi- 
rai'&t  *S*9<ro. 

Auvaortta  B' 

Btt»’tru)v  fiaaiXfuiv  0\  wv  "KputroQ 
a.  BoijQoc  in)  Xr)m  i<p*  ov  \dffpa  Kara 
Bovfiarrrov  iyfvero,  rai  artwiXovro 
i roXXof.  Baiou  . . f 
/3'.  Kau\'tJf  irrj  XG'’  k<f * ov  oe  /3o«f 
'Axiq  tv  Nitptftt,  icai  Mvtvic  Iv 
TlXioviroXci,  rai  6 Md'^noc  rpu - 
yot  lvopi<jQt)<Jav  tlvat  StoL  Ka..f 
y BivutOpig  in)  pC’  ty*  oi  itpiGt)  ra‘t 
yi/valrat  fiaaiAtiac  y kpac  t’x*4*'* 
. . nelerf 

S'.  TX«t  irrj  t£\  Tsais  f 
i.  SfWevijt  irt)  pa'.  Stilt  f 
r • Xaipijc  irtj  i£.  Aakar  ? 

?ik<ptpx*pi}G  irt)  rt'*  tip*  ov  pvGtv~ 
t rat  rov  NjTXov  piXin  Kticpapivov 
t)ptpac  tvSixa  pvijvai.  Nefcr- 
har  f 

t).  Xtouixpic  irt)  pt)*  ot  vipoc  t«x* 
Trijxtuv  t\  TTaXaioriui'  y , 
y.  Xcvcpqc  iri)  X'.  Kar-en-ref 

’Opov  irrj  t\ 3\  (38  + 39  + 47  + 
17+41  + 17+25+48  + 30 
=)  302. 

Syncellus  adds : ’O/ioi)  «'  rai  /3' 
duva*Tfiac  g«rd  rov  rararXt’<T/id»'  irq 
<pv t (253  + 302=555),  Karri  n)v  [/T] 
iKdoaiv  * AfpiKavov. 

Avvarrreta  T' 

Mtpifiriov  fiaoiAkutv  Iwta’ 
a'.  Nfx*p<tyifC  irt)  «/"  ^9*  ov  Ai/3wt 
«7rf»m;oav  Afy  t/wrlwv,  rai  rrjr;  at-  I 
\r)vt)€  irapd  X6yov  ai'^i)9tiot)c  did  ! 


Jtot  favrodj  7r  apkCotrai\  Bn - 

kherph  f 

ft,  TooopOpOQ  irrj  kG" * ot»ro£  *AarXi/- 
Triof  Aiyvirriott  rard  r»/v  iarpf 
Ki)v  vivoptarai , rai  r»)v  iw 
ifarwv  XiOuiv  oiroto/ii'av  tt’^aro* 
dXXd  rai  y pa<fr)Q  k7T(pt\t)0i).  Ba - 
tseser? 

y.  Tvprt  C 

M'owxpv  «ri/ 

t'.  Swii^tt  tr»7  »?',  Aan-Hoyphou  f 
7 . Toaepraait  tri;  i0'.  Tseserirenra  f 
£.  *Ax» jt  /i/3'.  Aakou  f 

t)\  Hiyovptc  tri)  X'.  Snefrou  f 
y.  K (pfkprjc  in)  k^.  Ass-kerph  f 
* Opov  in)  mR.  (28+29  + 7 + 
17  + 16  + 19  + 42  + 30+26 
=214.) 

Syncellus  subjoins : 'Opov  rwv  y' 
fivvarrrtuSv  Kara  *A fpiKavov  irt)  \f/ £0" 

(555+ 214=769). 

Auva<rre/a  A' 

Mf/iOtrwv  rrvyyevtiac  iripa t*  /3a«ri- 

XfTc  17'. 

a*.  XwptQ  in)  k0\  Sora  and  Sorti  f 
(?.  2ov$ it  »ri|  ^y'*  ot  rijv  ptyitrnjv 
iiyftpt  irvpapila,  ijv  ifi)<riv  *Hpd- 
dorof  vjro  Xeo7rof  ytyovtvai*  oo- 
rot  ci  rai  viriponTW  tic  5tovg 
iytvtro * rai  rijv  ifpdv  avvtypa^f 
fiifiXov  i)v  [iyw,  d *A9pucavot] 
wt  p’tya  xpi)pa  Iv  Aiyvirnp  y cvo- 
ptvog  kKTt)<Jupi)v.  Khoufou. 
y.  iovpic  irt)  Khaphra . 

d*.  Mt vx*pnc  *T1)  5y#»  Menkaura. 

t.  *¥aroirri)c  irt)  Kt . Ba-lseserf 

B«xfP*C  ‘r?7  r/3*. 

Si'ltpxiptic  irt)  Saouch-ra  f 

t)\  Oap'fOl t frq  6'. 

'Opov  irt)  aotf.  But  the  actual 
sums  of  the  reigns  mjike 
(29  + 63  + 66  + 63+25  + 
22+7  + 9=)  284  ; and  the 
scheme  of  Ptolemy  of  Men- 
des  requires  ojrd'  for  the 
sum  of  this  dynasty : Syn- 
cellus, however,  reckons  up 
277,  which  was,  seemingly, 
the  sum  of  the  original 
Manetho ; for  he  subjoins  : 


Digitized  by  Google 


PTOLEMY  OF  MENDE8. 


443 


'Opov  rut v S'  SirvatrriiiSu  tJjv  ptrd 
ruv  KaraicXvapdv  tTtj  tap?  (769-f-  177 
= 1046)  Kar  'Afpucawv. 

A vvaoTiia  Y! 

BafriXiaiv  rf  EXt^avrivijg* 
two,  perhaps,  being  colleagues.] 
a'.  Qv<rtpx*pilG  trr)  ktj  . Outseserkerf f 
(3'.  StQptjc  irrj  iy'.  Sahou-ph-re  f 
y % "Siipipxtpric  erij  k.  Nefer-iri - 

kar-ra  f 

S’.  £t<ripi;£  irrj  [X]^*  [the  sum  of 
the  dynasty  showing  that 
30  years  have  fallen  out, 
either  from  this  or  from  the 
seventh  reign.]  Tseser-iri- 
n-ra  f 

t.  Xtpijc  *rn  *•  Karkar-re  f 

' PaOovprjg  inj  pc'. 

M(vx*PW  *rTt  0 ’•  Menhar-re  and 
Hor-menkar  f 

Tapxepijc  trif  pc' . Assa  Tat-har - 
re. 

“Ofivortrt]  X/.  Onnos. 

’Opov  irrj  opt)’  (284-134-20 
+ [3]7+  20+44+94-44 
4-33=248.) 

Syncellus  subjoins  : Tivovrai  trvv 
rotg  TrportrayptvoiQ  apr'  irun  riov  S' 
SvvaaTiuZv  trrj  tan^c'*  (since  1046  4" 
248=  1294.  But  if  he  had  reckoned 
the  sum  of  Ptolemy,  viz.  284,  to 
Dyn.  IV.,  instead  of  reckoning  the 
277  of  the  original  Manetho,  he 
would  have  had  10534-248=1301). 

Avvaorela  ST* 
fiaotXiotv  M tp^irtSv* 
a'.  *0 96tjc  irrj  \'m  og  vrro  Sopv<p6piov 
avyptOrj.  Ati  f 
p.  &iog  trtj  vy . Teta  f 
y . MeOovoovtpic  in\  £\  Imhotep  f 
S'.  iZalrrjQ  dp£dpevog  fiaoi- 

Xtvtiv  Suyfvtro  pixpiC  irtSv  p\ 
Papa  Maire. 

f . X\tv9toovij>ic  Ztoq  tv»  Meranref 
?'.  Nirwrpig * yivviKotran)  xai  tlpop- 
Qordrrj  ruiv  r ar*  alrrtjv  ytvoptvt], 
ZavOrj  rtjv  \potdv,  q rrjv  rpirtjv 


yyupe  irvpaptSa  • ifiaot\iv<rtv  trrj 
ip.  Nepherchere  and  Nitocrit. 

* Opov  irrj  try’’  (304-534- 7-|~ 

1004-14-12=203.) 

Syncellus  subjoins  : Yivovrai  avv 
roig  irportraypivoiQ  aa^o'  tuv  t Suva- 
artiwv  try  javtf  (i.e.  12944-203= 
1497.  But  it  should  have  been  1301 
4-203=1504.) 

A vvcurrtia  Z 

Mr/i^irwv  fiaeiXiutv  o',  di  t&airtXfv* 
?av  r)utoae  o'’  (70  days.) 

Awr«<rrf/a  II 

MfptfurCjv  fiaat\iu»v  <7  (or  i£' ?], 
<*«  rSacrt\twrny  irtf  pug  . 

Syncellus  subjoins:  rivovrcu  <rvv 
roTg  irporiTayptvoit  in j axXff  rutv  tj 
Swatrrtiwv  as  if  142,  and  not  146, 
were  the  sum  of  the  dynasty ; since 
14974-142=1639.  But  the  scheme 
of  Ptolemy  seems  to  require  the  sum 
given,  viz.,  146;  and  Syncellus’  to- 
tal should  have  been  (14974-7)4- 
146=1650. 

Avvarrrtia  tl 

'IfpaicXfOTroXirwv  fiamXiup  ifcf,  <», 
ifirtiriXtvttftv  irrj  vif*  wv  o TTotiror, 

A\9ii§j r,  SfivoraTOQ  rwi’  irn&  aurov 
ytvt>ptv^ ro«g  i»*  irdatj  Alyvnrtp  jrnrti 
i!pydaarot  uartpov  Si  pa  via  TTfoitirroFi 
Kui  vnu  KpOKoCtiXuu  OittftOdpij. 

The  sum  total  to  be  subjoined 
would  have  been,  when  corrected, 
(1650-|-409=)  2059:  but  Syncellus 
here  ceases  to  give  the  sum  total ; 
perhaps  perceiving  that  he  has  got 
wrong  above. 

Aumjrua  I 

'HptncXtojroXirwr  jiaaiXiuiv  t»i 

’pwiXtuauv  ini  pnt’. 

The  sum  total,  when  corrected, 
would  have  been  (2059  4-185=) 
2244. 

Avvaaru'a  IA' 

Suo<T7roXirutv  /3 aaiXeu/v  iv\  oi  ifiual- 
Xfvtrav  irrj  py. 

Mt8’  of»g  'Appfviprjg  irrj  it. 

KaTayrjoj(e  Mave0<o‘  6/j.ov 


I 


M e%pt  ToOSs  TOV  TTpoJTOV  TOfLOV 
0atn\sls  p{$ , err;  ,/3tt)'  [^877'],  rpxtpai  o'. 
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This  notice  is  not  from  Synccllus,  but  from  Africanus, 
since  Eusebius  gives  the  same  numbers,  except  that  be  has 
2300  years,  instead  of  2308,  a corruption  for  2303.  That 
2303  is  the  true  sum  of  Ptolemy  appears  from  the  sums  of 
the  dynasties  as  reckoned  previously,  since  2244  with'  (43 
+ 16  = ) 59  added  make  2303  ; and  it  seems  to  be  required 
for  the  sum  total  of  Ptolemy’s  scheme.  So  the  sum  of  the 
kings  as  now  given  for  Book  I.  may  be  made  out  thus : — 

8 + 9 + 9+8+8P+  6+704  19?  + 19+  19+  16(=65+  127 

= ) 192;  and  that  of  the  years  in  the  same  Book  thus:  — 
253  + 302  + 214  +(277  4-  7)  + 248  +^177  4 6)4-  146  + 409  + 
185+(43+  16)=(1550  753=)2303. 

tomos  if  mane  oil. 

i\vyaareia  IB' 

AioairoXtrutv  fiamXtiov 
a'.  I1 toovyofftf,  ' Appnvipov  vlogt  irt)  | 

/**'• 

fi*  ’A ppavtptjg  irt)  Xt) • «c  itjrd  ruv 
ISitov  tvvov%n>v  avypiBt). 

7 . ’Zieuiorptg  trr]  pt)  ’ of  uxavav  ixtl~ 
putaaro  ri)v  A<riav  Iv  ivtavrolg 
irvta,  Kai  ri)c  E i/punrrjQ  rd 
OpqiKtjCi  icavra-XMi  pvt)  pent  ova 
iytipag  Ttjg  riuv  t9 vtov  a\iaun^ 
ini  plv  rotg  yivvaiotg  dvCpuivy 
Si  roly  dytvvim  yvvauc&v  po~ 
pia  rats  miiXaig  iy\apa<roo>vt  u/g 
vxb  AiyvirriotV  ptrd  "Offipiv  npw~ 
tov  vopio9i)vai. 

$ • AuxdpTiQ  irt)  »/' * dc  TOV  iv'Apm- 
voiry  XafiupivQo v iavr<p  racov 
KartOKtvactv. 
e.  *Apptpi)g  trrf  if. 

\ ' Aptv'tptjg  irt)  ij. 

. SKifiioppig  dStXtpr)  irt)  S\ 


+8+8  + 84-4  = 160). 

&vrarrrtia  ir' 

AiOffTroXirwp  fiaatXitov  K \ oi  ifiarjf 
.\i vaav  irt)  vvy*. 

Avraoreia  IA 

Eo'ir&v  fiaotXimv  or',  [Xt'  + I*  ?]  oi 
ifiantXtvtrav  irt)  pr S'. 

Aumorcia  IE' 

Hoi ptvutv  ’ 

"Htrar  Sk  <PoiviKtg  live i fiat nXtlg  <r', 


oi  Kui  Miptpir  itXov • oi  Kai  i v rtf  £*- 
Opoirp  vopqb  7:0X11*  iKrurav,  iup*  t/g  bp~ 
ptoptvoi  Aiyuirriovg  ixuptSoavru'  u/v 
TTpwrog 

a'.  "Sutriig  IfiaaiAivntv  irtj  iff  ’ dp  ov 
Kai  6 Sairijg  vop  or. 
f?.  BpJiv  irt)  pc. 
y'.  lln \vdv  irtj  la'. 

S'.  Sradv  irt)  v. 
t.  'A px^rjg  irt j pO'. 
t'.  * A <p<jj  fit  g trt)  la'. 

Qpov  irt)  ott&  • (19  + 44  + 61 
+50+49+61=284). 
Avraoreia  I21T 
llotp'fvfg  "EXX^vtf  /3«(TiXe7f  Xfi' 
•fiaaiXtvirav  irtj  pit)'. 

&vv(itrT£ia  TZ' 

iiXXct  fianiXtig  p y't  xat  O17- 
oa>m  AiatriroXirat  py'*  opov  ol  Iloi« 
pivtg  Knl  o»  Otjfiaioi  ifiatriXivoav  irtj 
pva. 

Air racTfia  III' 

Aioit roXiriov  fiaatXtiov  it',  [i^T  ?J  uiv 
7rpuirog 

a.  "Apuoig  [irt)  tip*  ov  HI tawtrjg 
lli)X£tv  tl  Alyvtrrov , tog  Vptig 
[t'^Xa^/y  6 ’Afyiitfaroc)  diroStiKvv - 
optv. 

fit . \tfipwg  irq  ty\ 

y'.  * Apn'to  ’iOig  irt)  kc'  [no]. 

S' . 'Aptvaig  irt)  tcfi\ 
t.  XMaafptg  irt)  ty\ 
t'.  yiurppayuovOwtng  irt)  *+. 
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£\  TovQpioatc  ertj  O', 
tj'.  *ApivSf<pt£  irrj  Xfl*'  oi'rog  itrriv  o 
Mf fiviov  tlvai  vofnZofitvof;  r «* 
tpOryyofUvoQ  \i0o£. 

Of.  TC Spoc  trrj  X£\  £Xr\] 

4*.  *A\(ppflQ  (TtJ  X/T. 
i a,  'PaGuxj  trij  t*. 


' &•  XlPpiit  tril  tft. 

'/•  'AX^PV C ip"- 

' Apfuvnrjt;  in j i‘  [i"”]. 
i£/.  'Pafiwfrric  iroc  a , 

[i<r\  'Apractic  M utpfiovQ  trrj  £t\] 

i£\  *A ptvw^tQ  ITfJ  itf'. 

'Opov  trrj  [r/ii}'.] 


The  sum  of  erfy'  (263)  belongs  apparently  to  a text 
which  had  dropped  out  Amosia  and  Raineses  Miammous, 
and  for  the  other  names  had  13  +(21  + 3)  + 22  + 13  + 26  + 9 
31+37  + 32  + 6 + 12  + 12  + 5 + 1+20  = 263.  The  sum  re- 
sulting from  actual  addition  of  the  reigns  as  copied  by 
Syncellus  from  Africanus  with  only  21  years  (which  is 
certainly  the  true  number)  for  Amenoph  I.,  and  19  to  the 
last  reign  of  the  dynasty,  is  259,  which  on  the  restoration  of 
his  25  years  to  Amosis,  and  of  both  the  name  and  66  years 
of  Rameses  Miammous,  become  350.  But,  on  comparison 
of  the  reigns  as  filled  up  in  this  list  to  whole  years  with 
the  years  and  odd  months  of  the  original  Manetho,  it  ap- 
pears plain  that  Horus  should  have  36  not  37,  and  Armesses 
4 not  5 years.  The  last  reign  of  the  dynasty  might  indeed 
seem  to  claim  20  years ; but  the  text  of  the  MSS.  gives  it 
only  19,  and  if  another  year  were  added  it  would  have  to  be 
retrenched  from  some  other  reign,  as  the  sum  of  the  dynasty 
certainly  did  not  exceed  348.  But  [25]  + 13  + 21 +22  + 13 
+ 26+9  + 31  + 36 + (12-*-  20)  + (9 — 3)+  12+12  + 4 + l[  + 
66] + 19  make  together  the  sum  348.  In  the  number  of 
xvi  kings  there  is  no  necessary  error,  though  the  reigns  may 
be  xvn,  since  in  these  there  are  xvi  kings  and  one  queen, 
who  did  not,  like  Nitocris  of  Dyn.  VI,  reign  in  right  of  an 
unnamed  husband,  but  jointly  with  her  brother,  Thothmes 
III.,  one  of  the  xvi  kings  named  for  the  dynasty.  The  note 
to  the  8th  namehints  the  time  of  Augustus.  Then  followed : — 
Awatrrsla  10’ 

liacrtXscoit^  AtoinroXiTtoV,  [<I)V  irpcdros  HeOros,  6 Kai  'Vapxaays, 
efiacriXevcri  Tti  Train  a sttj  vd . 

Tour (tni  tu)V  vd  rd  irpona  k~/  try  KaTaptOpLovvrai  tm  rp'ntp 
to  pup  M avefta.] 

It  secm3  that  23  years  of  Dyn.  XIX  were  included  in 
Manetho’s  Second  Book,  which  ended  with  the  2?rd  year  of 
Selhos,  intended  perhaps  originally  to  indicate  his  8th, 
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since  15  years  prefixed  to  Dyn.  XIX  by  Manetho  really 
belonged  to  Dyn.  XVIII,  into  which  they  were  reinserted 
by  Ptolemy,  though  Manetho’s  sum  for  Dyn.  XIX  was  at 
the  same  time  retained.  Both  Eusebius  and  Synccllus  have 
copied  from  Africanus  the  following  notice  placed,  where  it 
cannot  possibly  stand,  at  the  end  of  Dyn.  XIX : — 

“ E 7rl  rov  airrov  Sei nipov  t o/iov  Mavs&u  fiaaiksls  if  [Euse- 
bius has  {/S'],  sttj  fipKa! • ” that  is,  “ Total  in  Book  II.,  96 
kings,  2121  years.” 

The  peculiarity  of  the  Book  ending  not  exactly  with  the 
end  of  Dyn.  XVIII  of  the  original  Manetho,  but  after  the 
23rd  year  of  his  Dyn.  XIX,  was  likely  to  cause  some  doubt 
about  the  proper  place  for  inserting  the  notice ; and  this  ac- 
counts for  its  being  postponed  till  after  the  end  of  the  dynasty, 
instead  of  interrupting  it  at  its  beginning. 

What  may  have  been  the  true  number  of  kings  added  to 
the  (7  + 36?  + 6+17  = ) 66,  which  perhaps  was  the  num- 
ber of  the  original  Manetho,  is  difficult  to  guess,  the  sum 
total  given  as  if  from  Africanus  being  96  according  to 
Syncellus  and  92  according  to  Eusebius,  while  the  number 
actually  resulting  from  the  text  is  ( 1 + 7 -1-  60  + (36  -+-  40)  + 

6 + 32 + (43  +43)  + 17  = ) 285  ; to  which  if  we  suppose  Afri- 
canus to  have  added  for  Dyn.  XIX  7 more  kings,  whom  he 
would  be  likely  to  add  if  he  put  the  sum  total  of  the  kings 
and  of  the  years  of  the  book  after  the  completion  of  that 
dynasty,  we  should  obtain  the  sum  of  (1  +284  + 7)  = [2]92, 
agreeing  in  its  decads  and  units  with  that  given  by  Euse- 
bius. Or,  if  instead  of  those  in  the  present  text  the  numbers 
of  the  kings  were  in  any  garbled  edition  7 +-[*■«■  for  f]  2C  + 
[»$■'  for  or’]  16  + 6 i 22  1-3  + 16,  they  might  make  up  the 
96  of  Africanus,  with  an  average  length  of  22  years  to  each 
reign,  intended  to  appear  reasonable  and  historical. 

The  sum  given  for  the  years  will  be  made  out  thus : 
1604  453  + 184 + (259.  10”.-+- 24.  2“  )+518  + 151  +(333  • 
15)./  23=(960  +-1  101  = ) 2121. 

TOMOS  T'  MANE9Q. 


[Mira  to  Ky'  iro£  tijq  iavrov  /3a<7t- 

Xfiac 

[t/Ja(TiXfL><7fv]  trr)  'in pa  rij'.] 
'Pa\f/drrjc  «rif  la. 


y.  ' AptVftOlJC  t TTJ  K. 

Tafitfriii'  f rrj  IT. 

s'.  ’Afififrifiijc  «'•  [but  to  suit  the 
sum  <r0'  read  i\] 
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T-  BoVMpif,  O 7Top’  'OflijfKp  KaAovptVO f 

floXu/Iog  'AXxavjfMc  avr/o, 
or  ro  ■'IXior  €aXw,  £ri;  £\ 

*0/io5  £ri|  <rO'“  (51  + 61  4-  20 
+ 60+5  [+5] + 7 = 209, 
of  which  in  Book  in.  were 
contained  186.) 

A vvatrrua  K' 

BaoiXcuv  Ato.TTroAirwr  ifi\  oi  Ifiairi - 
Xevaav  ery  pXe'. 

A vvaortia  KA' 

BaaiAfwv  Tavtruv  £*• 
a.  Spfyfijg  &rtl 

/3'.  'irovffipTjc  try  pr’  [but  the  sum 
pX'  below  requires  pa’,  the  read- 
ing of  Eusebius.] 
y • N«^<pxfpi)c  iTT)  F. 

f".  ' .\fiptvio<pii'i£  frrj  ff. 

t.  ’O ffoj(otp  ery  r. 

+.  'Pivaxvc  frtf  O'. 

T.  Vtovoivy c «rij  liT-  [but  the  sum 
p\'  below  requires  Xt',  the  read- 
ing of  Eusebius.] 

’Opov  ery  pX'*  (26+41+4  + 
9+6  + 9+35=130.) 

A vvaareia  KB' 

Hov(ia(TTiTu>v  fiaoiXtut v 0'm 
a.  1'taoyxlQ  try  tea. 

OvopQiov  err j it. 

. . . J a\\oi  y\  ery  ret',  [«&'.] 

TaKfXXtuOic  err]  i y\ 

...  JoXXo./,  trrf  pfr. 

O pov  err]  pK'  (21  + 15  + 29? 
+ 13+42=120.) 

A vvaartia  KIV 
Tavir&v  fiatrtXf otv  c' 
a.  TlerovfiftrtiQ  ery  p'*  i or,  *OA »>p- 
maQ  rj^Orj  a . 

fl.  ’Offopxio  err]  ym  op  'HparXia  Ai- 
ytrrrtot  tcaXovat. 
y.  Vappovc  ery  i, 
l’ . 7„yr  err]  Xd . 

' Opoii  err]  irQ'-  (40  + 8 + 10  + 
31=89.) 


A vvatrrcia  KA' 

Boyx0?1^  Satriic  try  «r\  (6  yrs.) 
Africanus  here  notes  “try  j^zV* 
i.e.  41 990  years.” 

Avvatrreia  KE’ 

AiOioniov  (iaoiXiuiv  y * 
a • "SafiaKwv  errj  y. 

I?.  Sevrjxoc  t/ieg  crij  icT. 

/.  T<lpicoc  err]  ly. 

'Opov  try  p'*  (8  + 14+18  = 
40.) 

Avvaartia  K2T' 

Sainiv  fiaaiXtutv  O’" 
a.  ‘Apptpig  Ai9io\l/  err]  </ 3’’  [from 
Eusebius;  not  in  the  copy  of 
Syncellus.] 

f¥.  Sre^tpdrrjc  try  C- 
y\  N«x*^"C  tr'. 

Niyaw  errj  y,  ' 

i'.  ^appinx'oe 

t\  try  k*  ovtoq  (Africanus 

adds)  ««Xi  rt)v  'UpovoaXyp,  teal 
’lw«X‘*£  tov  fiamXia  aixpAXurrov 
fig  A\yvrrrov  Artyyaye. 

C-  VappovOiQ  ertpoc  try 
y.  OvatppiQ  errj  i O'’  [<p  irpo'TfQvyov, 
aXovoyg  vtto  'Arrtrvpiojv  ’lepovaa- 
X»}p,  oi  rwv'  Ioi’&uW  rwoXoi7roi.] 
y.  "Aptamc  try  pc' . 

'Opov  ery  pv\  real  pijvoQ 
[This  may  be  the  sum  of 
the  original  Manetbo ; but 
Ptolemy  rounded  off  frac- 
tions, and  his  scheme  needs 
here  the  12  years  of  Am- 
meris.  So  his  sum  was  pro- 
bably p*/(12  + 7 + 6 + 8 + 

54+6  + 7 + 19  + 44=) 

1 63 ; for  Eusebius  gives  the 
sum  163,  and  his  7th  reign 
lias,  in  the  place  of  units, 
7,  instead  of  the  6 of  Syn- 
cellus: but  he  has  made 
changes  of  his  own.  If 
Dyn.  XXVI  has  163, Dyn. 
XXIX  must  have  had  19 
only  instead  of  20.] 
Avvaartia  K 71 
Ilfptrwv  fiamXfbtv  y ' [really  6'*] 
a . Kapfiviryc  tru  t'  rye  envro v $am- 
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X* iag  rifp<r«5v  ifia9i\tvtnp  Alyvir-  above  by  Manetho,  but  not  reckoned 

rov  irq  +.  i separately  in  the  scheme  of  Pto- 

AapitoQ  'YordoTTov  irq  X>’.  I lemy.] 

/.  £lp$ij q & n*y<*G  tTij  K«*  bwaorda  KO 

MivO/rrioe  fiaoiktlQ  c '* 

a.  Nf ;tpiri]£  tri)  *r\ 
irq  i/. 

y\  trof  o'. 

S'.  N ttptpirqg  pijvag  S'. 

'Ofiou  irq  k\  pqvag  C’  (6+ 1 3 -f- 

1 +4ro=20.  4"*.)  But  here, 
again,  1 year  and  the  odd 
months  are  unchronologi- 
. cal,  and  Ptolemy,  no  doubt, 

full  years,  even  if  he  did  not  correct  reckoned  only  19  years  to 

Manetho’s  unchronological  trans-  the  dyna,ty, 

position  of  3 years  from  Artaxerxes 

Mnemon,  who  is  not  named,  at  the  Ai tvaareia  A 

end  to  Cambyses  and  other  kings  of  St^mrwv  QaotAittv  y'* 

the  dynasty.  a*.  Nf«r ravitiqg  irq  iq' . 

Av^uoreta  KH  ft.  Ttuig  irq  ft. 

% Apvprding  SufrijC  irq  r * [6  years,  y'.  XtKraviPqg  irq  i q. 
which  are  only  concurrent,  reckoned  Opov  irq  Xij'*  (18  + 2 + 18  = 

in  compensation  of  others  omitted  38.) 

Eusebius,  in  liia  Chronicon,  adds  here  these  words:  — 
«« Ochus  JEgyptum  tenuit,  Nectanebo  in  iEthiopiam  pulso, 
in  quo  yEgyptiorum  regnum  destructum  est.  Hue  usque 
Manetho.”  And  here  should  be  placed  the  notice  and  sum  of 
Africanus  for  Book  III.  of  Manetho,  as  named  and  inserted 
in  his  own  scheme  and  compilation  by  Ptolemy  of  Mendes. 

« Tavra  roi)  t ptrov  M aveOCr,"  and  “ 'Opov  hr)  rov  rphou 
T 6/j.ov  av.”  Which  sum  may  be  made  out  thus: — 186  + 
135  + 130  + 120  + 89  + 6 +40+  163  + 124+  19  + 38=  IC  50. 

What  follows  is  Ptolemy’s  own  addition : — 

Avvaoreia  AA' 
lisp  can'  fiaaikeoov  y'‘ 

a\  ’fixos  sIkocttm  hei  rrjs  avrov  fiaaikeias  Uepawv  if3a- 
" aikeuaev  Alyinnov  tn)  r'. 

0.  'Apart?  hr)  7’. 

7'.  Aapelo?  err]  S'. 

'Opov  hr)  [restore  17',  rov  SI]  7'  -riipov  av  . 

But  this  last  sum  of  1050  is  misplaced,  as  the  scheme  of 
Ptolemy  requires  us  to  reckon  13  years  more  than  the  (2303 
+ 2121  + 1050  = )5474of  the  three  books.  Africanus  then 


1”.  ' \(>ru(lai‘0(  pi) vac  {. 

e.  'ApraliphC  h i)  pa'. 

SipElje  P'O’ac  ft ■ 

ZoyCMroc  pi) vac  £. 
t).  aopitoc  Siptov  ir  1 

"O pop  in)  p?c\  pi)vac  F ' (6  + 
36  +21  + 7”+41  +2"’  + 7m 
+ 19=124,  4m.) 

Ptolemy  would  not  reckon  any 
odd  months,  but  made  a sum  of  124 
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adds: — “M ej(pi  toh>&£  MaveOoi • [i.  e.  the  work  of  Ptolemy, 
containing  Manetho’s  three  books  re-arranged];  ra  Si  tisra 
ravra  el • ' VJKKrjUiKwv  avyypa<f>ea)v” 

So,  besides  the  two  cycles  of  the  Gods  for  the  old  world,  viz. 

2.356  +9  + 341  4 16  =2922  years,  and 

[341]  + 16  = 357  other  years  of  the 
Demigods,  or  of  the  Demigods  and  Manes,  intended  to  com- 
mence the  four  cycles,  or  5844  years,  of  the  existing  world, 
(all  which  we  suppose  Ptolemy  to  have  placed  in  his  Intro- 
duction,) the  “ Chronicle  ’’  of  the  kings  digested  by  him 
from  Manetho’s  three  books  in  xxxi  dynasties  and  (5844  — 
357  = ) 5487  years,  has  now  been  made  out  It  begins  with 
that  year  which  in  the  Old  Chronicle,  and  in  all  other 
schemes  earlier  than  this,  is  the  17th  of  Cronus,  or  of 
human  time,  which  we  shall  call  the  Egyptian  a.m.  17,  and 
it  ought  to  end  at  July  20,  a.d.  139 ; but  by  the  artifice  of 
cutting  off  and  throwing  back  (483  — 13  = ) 470  years  of 
the  Cycle  current  when  the  scheme  was  made,  it  is  made  to 
end  apparently  at  Nov.  13,  in  B c.  (345 — 13  = ) 332,  as  if 
that  had  been  the  cyclical  epoch.  So  we  may  reckon,  as  we 
please,  cither  four  pseudo-cycles,  beginning  470  years  before 
the  true  cyclical  epoch  of  July  20,  B.c.  6702,  that  is,  from 
Thoth  l,  = Nov.  13,  in  B.c.  (6702  + 470  + ) 7 172,  and  ending 
470  years  before  the  true  cyclical  epoch  of  July  20,  in  a.d. 
139,  that  is,  at  Nov.  13,  in  B.c.  332 ; or  we  may  reckon  four 
true  cycles,  beginning  54 1 Egyptian  years  before  human 
time,  but  from  a true  cyclical  epoch  in  B.C.  6702,  and  end- 
ing apparently  at  Nov.  13,  in  B.c.  332,  but  really  at  the 
true  cyclical  epoch  of  July  20,  a.d.  139,  470  years  being 
thrown  up  and  given  to  kings  where  they  would  escape 
notice,  so  as  to  avoid  the  absurdity  of  seeing  the  occupation 
of  Egypt  by  Alexander  the  Great  depressed  to  a.d.  139. 

The  summary  of  Ptolemy’s  kings  made  out  in  English, 
and  with  the  dates  according  to  the  Egyptian  years  of  the 
world,  or  of  human  time,  and  according  to  our  own  reckoning 
of  anticipated  Julian  or  Canicular  years  B.C.,  is  subjoined,  and 
needs  no  further  explanations  than  these,  — that  the  additions 
made  by  Ptolemy  to  the  xxm  dynasties  and  3555  years  of 
Manetho’s  kings  are  printed  in  red ; and  that  in  consequence 

G G 
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of  the  Sothic  epochs  being  at  July  20,  and  in  the  anticipated 
Julian  or  Canicular  years  b.C.  8022,  7102,  5702.  4242,  2782, 
and  1322,  while  the  Julian  year  begins  from  Jan.  1,  the 
803rd  and  804th  Egyptian  years  of  each  cycle  begin  both  of 
them  within  one  and  the  same  anticipated  Julian  or  Canicular 
year.  Hence,  for  the  four  cycles  which  are  covered,  all  but 
( [341]  + 16  = ) 357  years,  by  Ptolemy’s  kings,  one  year  of 
Egyptian  reckoning  will  seem  to  be  lost  in  the  anticipated 
Julian  years  b.c.  4899,  3439,  1979,  and  519.  To  the  sums 
containing  each  of  these  years  an  asterisk  is  attached.  This 
being  borne  in  mind,  Ptolemy  has  of  kings,  from  Menes : — 


In  Book  I.  From  Tboih  1,  In 


KO.  of 

From 

Caalc.  yr.  B.C.  (5702 

Dyn. 

Kings. 

Tear*.  Egypt  Inn  A.X.  17. 

— 3*7  »)  5345  »*> 

1. 

8 

Thinites  - - 

. 

• 

253  lo  cm!  of  a.m.  369 

Thotta  1 lo  5092 

II. 

9 

Thinitcs  - - 

. 

. 

302 

671 

4791* 

III. 

9 

Memphite*  - 

- 

- 

214 

785 

4577 

IV. 

8 

Memphite*  - 

• 

• 

<M7>?) 

1069 

4293 

V. 

9 

Elephantinite* 

• 

• 

248 

1317 

4045 

VI. 

6 

Memphite*  • 

- 

(19J-0 

1520 

3845 

VII. 

70 

Memphites 

- 

70  days 

— 

— 

VHI. 

27 

Memphites  - 

- 

146 

1666 

3696 

IX. 

19 

HcracU'opolite* 

409 

2075 

3288* 

X. 

19 

Hcrnclcopolites 

- 

186 

2260 

3103 

XI. 

(16+1) 

Dioipolite*  - 

- 

(43+16) 

2319 

3044 

Sum,  (66+135 

a)  201  king*,  (1560+  753 

= ) 2303  year*. 

In  Book 

II. 

XII. 

7 

Diospolite*  - 

. 

. 

160 

2479 

2884 

XIII. 

60 

Dioapolitcs  - 

- 

' 

r 443 

t 10 

2922 

2932 

2431 

2441 

XIV. 

[36  4- 40? J Xolte*  ? - - 

- 

- 

184 

3116 

2247 

( 

23  ) 

3139 

2224 

XV. 

6 

Shepherds 

- 

- 

259.I0><>.  > 

from  5033 

from  h e.  33 x 

( 

1.  2*0 

to  5294 

to  B.C.  71 

xvi. 

32 

Shepherd* 

• 

■ 

f 209 
[3  09 

to  5503 

3329 

to  x.n.  139 

1916* 

XVII. 

(43+43) 

Shepherds 

. 

. 

151 

3599 

1765 

XVIII. 

16 

Diospolite*  - 

- 

- 

(333  + 15) 

3947 

1417 

XIX. 

0+5) 

Dio*  polite*  - 

• 

- 

r‘a 

370 

1394 

rSum  of  Book  11.. (66  f 218)»284  kings, -| 

s 

L 

(960  f Iif.l)=2l2 

yr«.  J 

Then  in  Book  III. 

C 186 

4156 

1208 

XX. 

12 

Diospolite*  • 

• 

135 

4291 

1073 

XXI. 

7 

Tanite*  - - 

- 

130 

4421 

943 

XXII. 

9 

Bubastites 

- 

120 

4511 

823 

XXIII. 

4 

Tanite*  - - 

• 

89 

4630 

734 

XXIV. 

1 

Salto  - - - 

- 

6 

463G 

728 

XXV. 

3 

Ethiopian* 

- 

40 

4676 

688 

XXVI. 

9 

Saites  - - • 

• 

(1M+  ,) 

4839 

3 25 

XXVII. 

8 

Persian*  - - 

- 

124  £4m.] 

4963 

402* 

XXVIlt. 

1 

Saite  - - - 

- 

- 

[«] 

— 

— 

XXIX. 

4 

M*  nrtr  «inns  ' 

. 

• 

19  [ + 1.4®.] 

4982 

383 

XXX. 

3 

Sebennyte*  - 

- 

- 

38 

5020 

345 

Sum,  66  king*,  (1045  ^ = 

050  year*. 

XXXI 

3 

Persian*  - - 

- 

- 

13 

5033 

332 

Total*,  6 6 + 66+66 

13*  + ;14  ; 


— Ml  kings,  and  | 


1560  + 960+1045=3655 

753  + 1161+  *=1919  + 13 


j =5487  years. 
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Those  allusions  or  statements  of  Africanus  from  which  the 
scheme  now  before  the  reader  has  been  reconstructed,  are  no 
doubt,  only  meagre,  and  the  materials  supplied  by  his  lists 
for  the  details  of  the  reconstruction  are  derived  from  two  or 
more  sources  mixed  together,  and  sometimes  only  doubtfully 
distinguishable.  It  is  true  that  their  inconsistencies  and 
ambiguities  are  to  some  extent  explainable  by  the  hypothesis 
that  Ptolemy,  while  professing  to  compile  his  chronicle  from 
the  larger  work  of  Manetlio,  stated  and  reproduced  unal- 
tered, in  citations  and  extracts,  some  part  of  those  materials 
which  he  used  with  alterations  in  the  construction  of  his 
own  scheme.  This  hypothesis  will  account  for  the  fact  that 
Africanus  found,  in  the  book  which  he  followed,  both  a 
notice  of  the  Old  Chronicle,  and  the  full  unreduced  sums 
of  years  belonging  to  the  seven  mythological  groups  of  the 
original  Manetlio.  It  will  account  for  the  division  of  the 
lists  of  kings  into  three  books  under  the  name  of  Manetho, 
and  for  all  the  incidental  confusion  thence  arising,  both  as 
to  the  works  themselves  and  their  authors,  and  as  to  the  de- 
tails of  their  contents.  It  will  account  very  well  for  such 
double  notices  as  are  now  given  by  Eusebius  and  Syncellus ; 
once,  for  instance,  after  Dyn.  XXX,  we  read  “ Hue  usque 
Manetho and  again  after  Dyn.  XXXI,  “ Cuncta  hcec  e 
Manethonis  tertio  libro.”  It  may  even  account  for  such  an 
inconsistency  as  this,  that  in  the  text  under  Dyn.  VI  Pkiops 
is  said  to  have  reigned  “from  the  age  of  six  gears  ” to  that 
of  a hundred,  while  in  the  figures  attached  for  his  reign, 
and  in  the  sum  of  the  dynasty,  the  whole  hundred  years 
of  his  life  are  reckoned  as  a reign;  for  the  notice  might 
have  been  retained,  as  if  through  inattention,  from  the  ori- 
ginal Manetho ; and  the  list  of  Eratosthenes  had  already 
prepared  the  way  for  Ptolemy  to  treat  the  whole  life  of 
Phiops  as  one  reign.  But  in  the  lists  of  Africanus  there  is  a 
mixture  of  figures  and  sums  proper  to  the  scheme  of  the 
original  Manetho,  and  needed  by  it,  but  incompatible  with 
the  scheme  of  Ptolemy  (one  may  instance  the  sums  of  277 
years  given  for  Dyn.  IV,  and  150.Gm.  for  Dyn.  XXVI), 
with  others  proper  to  the  scheme  of  Ptolemy,  but  incom- 
patible with  that  of  the  original  Manetho  (instances  of  which 
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are  the  sums  of  284  years  made  by  adding  up  the  reigns 
enumerated  for  Dyn.  IV,  that  of  203  given  for  Dyn.  VI, 
and  that  of  284  given  for  Dyn.  XV).  And  this  mixture  of 
the  two  schemes  cannot  be  explained  in  the  same  way ; for 
Ptolemy  cannot  well  be  supposed  to  have  exhibited  in  detail 
the  lists  of  the  original  Manetho  unaltered,  and  side  by  side 
as  it  were  with  them  the  same  lists  as  altered  and  added  to 
by  himself.  We  are  driven  therefore  to  suppose  (since 
there  is  no  sign  that  either  Eusebius  knew  anything  of 
Manetho  except  through  Africanus  or  Josephus,  or  Afri- 
canus  except  through  that  one  edition  or  compilation  which 
he  used,  and  which  we  ascribe  to  Ptolemy),  that  Ptolemy’s 
work  had  already,  before  the  time  of  Africanus,  been  al- 
tered in  places  by  transcribers,  who,  having  seen,  or  having 
before  them,  the  original  work  of  Manetho,  or  other  com- 
pilations or  extracts  made  from  it  not  identical  with  that  of 
Ptolemy,  and  seeing  Ptolemy’s  lists  of  kings  to  be  profes- 
sedly a chronicle  extracted  from  the  three  books  of  Manetho, 
thought  that  they  were  merely  correcting  errors  and  cor- 
ruptions of  the  text  when  they  substituted  anywhere  for  its 
figures  or  sums  others  which  they  knew  to  be  from  the  ori- 
ginal source. 

Owing  to  the  insufficiency  of  our  positive  information 
respecting  this  scheme  and  its  author,  and  the  uncertainty 
sometimes  attaching  to  the  materials  used  in  reconstructing 
it,  a number  of  conclusions  involved  in  our  attempted  recon- 
struction may  seem  open  to  suspicion  or  objection  ; especially 
at  first  sight,  and  so  long  as  they  are  considered  only  se- 
parately. Some  assumptions  may  seem  altogether  arbitrary; 
others,  even  though  probable  in  themselves,  are  unproved ; 
while  in  some  cases  some  other  method  than  that  followed 
may  appear  to  be  equally  admissible  or  preferable. 

Even  though  it  be  admitted  that  Ptolemy  or  some  other 
author  took  for  the  basis  of  his  scheme  the  principle  of 
reduction,  applied  this  method  to  the  myriads  of  the  Chro- 
nicle, and  exhibited  a sum  total  of  8000  or  9000  years,  it 
may  not  be  perceived  at  once  that  there  are  sufficient 
grounds  for  asserting  that  Ptolemy,  or  the  unknown  author 
alluded  to,  left  16  years,  and  16  only,  of  the  2922  of  the  xm 
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Gods  of  the  Chronicle,  that  is,  the  first  16  of  its  human 
time,  untransferred  to  kings ; while  his  addition  to  Mane- 
tho’s  3555  years  of  kings  consisted  of  precisely  1919  years 
above  and  13  below  Nectanebo,  making  in  all  1932  years. 

Or,  supposing  this  general  outline  of  the  scheme  to  be 
admitted,  at  least  as  an  hypothesis,  it  may  seem  to  need  ex- 
planation why  the  sum  of  2300  years  (the  common  reading) 
for  the  years  of  the  dynasties  and  kings  in  Book  I.  should 
be  departed  from,  and  2303  substituted,  while  the  sums  of 
2121  and  1050  years  given  for  Books  II.  and  III.,  are  re- 
spected and  retained;  though  it  was  possible  to  retain  and 
exhibit  also  the  sum  of  2300  for  Book  I.  by  cutting  off  the 
two  units  from  the  reign  of  Menes,  and  a third  unit  from 
another  reign  of  the  same  dynasty,  justification  for  which 
might  be  obtained  from  variants  offered  by  Eusebius.  And 
if  this  had  been  done,  Eusebius,  as  if  in  compensation, 
would  have  justified  us  also  in  giving  16  instead  of  13  years 
to  Dyn.  XXXI. 

If  one  casts  an  eye  over  the  dynasties  in  detail,  on  coming 
to  Dyn.  IV,  it  may  seem  at  first  sight  arbitrary  to  adopt  the 
sum  of  284  made  by  adding  up  the  reigns  as  they  stand  in 
the  present  text  of  Syncellus,  rather  than  the  sum  given, 
which  is  274,  or  that  found  by  Syncellus,  which  was  277. 
As  regards  Dyn.  VIII  a less  plausible  objection  may  occur, 
if  any  one  think  that  the  sum  found  by  Syncellus,  which 
was  142,  was  rather  to  be  trusted  than  the  sum  of  146  as 
merely  given  for  the  dynasty  and  unchecked  by  any  enume- 
ration of  names  and  reigns. 

On  Dyn.  XII  a more  important  question  may  be  raised. 
For  if,  it  may  be  said,  in  spite  of  our  general  distrust  of 
Eusebius,  we  have  been  unable  to  fill  up  the  outline  of 
Ptolemy’s  scheme  without  the  assistance  of  variants  supplied 
by  him,  (for  in  Dyn.  XXVI  we  have  taken  the  name  of 
Ammeris  with  12  years,  and  one  other  year  besides,  from 
the  lists  of  Eusebius,)  why  did  we  not  rather  notice  another 
reading  afforded  by  Eusebius  much  earlier,  in  Dyn.  XII, 
where  there  is  so  much  less  reason  to  suspect  him  of  altering 
for  purposes  of  his  own?  For  in  Dyn.  XII  the  5tli  king, 
Amencmhe  III.,  whose  45th  year  is  marked  on  the  monu- 
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ments,  and  to  whom  the  list  of  Eratosthenes  gives  43  years, 
has  according  to  Manetho,  in  the  lists  of  Africanus  and 
Syncellus,  only  8 years ; and  this  by  no  mere  error  of  the 
text ; as  the  sum  given  for  the  dynasty,  and  made  out  by 
the  reigns,  is  only  160  years.  But  in  the  lists  as  given  by 
Eusebius  the  last  three  reigns  of  Dyn.  XII  have  together 
42  years,  which  is  the  same  thing  as  to  say  that  Amenemhe 
III.  has  to  himself  30  instead  of  8 years,  22  more  than  in 
the  lists  of  Africanus.  Now  if  this  reading  had  been 
adopted  and  ascribed  to  Ptolemy,  so  that  Dyn.  XII  should 
have  had  182  instead  of  160  years,  it  might  have  been 
assumed  that  his  sums  for  Dyn.  XVIII  and  Dyn.  XIX 
were  333  and  209,  identical  with  those  of  Manetho;  and  so 
the  2121  years  of  Book  II.  of  the  Manetho  of  Ptolemy 
would  have  been  completed  with  the  16th  instead  of  the 
23rd  year  of  Dyn.  XIX  ; thus:  182+453+  184  + 284  +518 
+ 151  +333  + 16  = 2121.  And  in  Book  III.  the  1050  years 
would  have  been  made  out  without  any  necessity  of  again 
having  recourse  to  Eusebius  to  supply  years  to  be  added  to 
Dyn.  XXVI.  Only,  it  is  true,  the  odd  months  of  Manetho’s 
Dynasties  XXVI  and  XXVII,  and  one  unchronological 
year  as  well  as  the  odd  months  of  his  Dyn.  XXIX,  would 
have  been  suppressed  as  unsuited  to  the  method  of  Ptolemy, 
while  the  6 years  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XXVIII,  equally  un- 
chronological, would  have  been  retained  and  reckoned.  (For 
193+135  + 130+120  + 89  + 6 + 40+  150+124  + 6 + 19  + 38 
make  1050.)  A further  recommendation  of  this  method 
might  be  suggested  by  the  circumstance,  that  if  it  had  been 
followed  the  synchronism  of  Petubast  (the  first  king  of  Ma- 
nctho’s  Dyn.  XXIII)  with  the  commencement  of  the  Olym- 
piads would  have  been  just  exhibited ; whereas,  if  Ptolemy’s 
scheme  was  really  such  as  we  have  made  it  out  for  him,  the 
40  years  of  Petubast  would  seem  to  end  in  the  7th  year 
before  the  first  Olympiad.  For  if  from  b.c.  345  we  go  back 
38  + 19  + 6+124  + 150  + 40  + 6+89  Egyptian  years,  they 
give  us  March  16,  B.C.  816,  for  the  head  of  Dyn.  XXIII  and 
the  accession  of  Petubast,  if  antedated  so  as  to  commence 
from  Thoth  1.  In  that  ease  his  40th  year  would  end  on  the 
eve  of  Thoth  1,  March  6,  b.c.  776,  the  Olympiads  com- 
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meneing  in  July,  above  4 months  later,  in  the  same  year. 
But  the  40th  year  of  Petubast,  as  reckoned  from  his  actual 
accession,  might  fairly  be  understood  to  end  some  months 
later,  so  as  to  include  the  Olympic  era.  But  with  that  other 
method  which  we  have  preferred,  38  + 19  + 124  + 163  + 40  + 
6 + 89  years  reckoned  from  B.  c.  345,  give  March  18,  B.C. 
823,  for  the  head  of  Dyn.  XXIII  and  the  accession  of  Petu- 
bast as  antedated  from  Thoth  1 ; and  so  his  40th  year  would 
end  in  B.C.  (823 — 40  = ) 783. 

Again,  as  regards  Dyn.  XVIII,  it  may  be  objected  that 
the  sum  of  348  years  given  to  it  by  us  is  justified  neither  by 
the  sum  of  the  original  Manetho,  known  from  Josephus  to 
have  been  333,  nor  by  the  sum  given  for  the  dynasty  in  the 
lists  of  Africanus  as  copied  by  Syncellus,  for  this  is  only 
263  (to  say  nothing  here  of  Eusebius) ; nor,  lastly,  by  the 
sum  obtainable  from  the  reigns  as  they  stand  in  the  same  lists 
of  Africanus,  for  this  sum  would  be  259.  But  it  is  manifest 
that  the  figures  for  the  reign  of  Amosis,  the  head  of  this 
dynasty,  and  both  the  name  and  the  figures  of  the  last  reign 
but  one,  have  been  dropped  out  from  the  lists  of  Africanus  in 
the  copy  of  Syncellus;  and,  when  25  and  66  years  are 
restored  for  these  two  reigns,  the  sum  exhibited  is  raised  to 
(259  + 25  + 66  = ) 350  years,  and  then  by  a slight  and  neces- 
sary correction  of  two  reigns  it  becomes  348. 

But  if  348  were  the  sum  of  Dyn.  XVIII,  this  would  seem 
to  imply  as  a consequence  that  the  sum  of  Dyn.  XIX  also 
should  be  reduced  from  the  209  years  of  Manetho  to  194, 
the  sum  of  the  Chronicle ; since  the  first  15  years  prefixed 
to  Dyn.  XIX  by  Manetho  have  been  shown  to  be  abstracted 
and  transposed  by  him  from  Dyn.  XVIII,  to  which  in  the 
Chronicle  they  belong.  Else,  if  Ptolemy  not  only  retains 
uncorrected  Manetho’s  unchronological  suppressions  and 
compensations,  but  even  inserts  fresh  unchronological  sums 
of  his  own,  what  is  to  be  said  of  that  reputation  for  “ exact- 
ness ” which  is  ascribed  to  him  by  Africanus  and  by  others  ? 

What  has  been  said  above  on  Dyn.  XII  has  anticipated 
for  the  most  part  such  objections  as  may  be  excited  by 
finding  in  Dyn.  XXVI  Manetho’s  sum  of  150  years  and  6 
months  filled  up  to  151  years,  and  further  increased  to  the 
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sum  of  163  by  an  additional  reign  obtained  from  the  lists  of 
Eusebius.  The  synchronism  of  Pctubast  with  the  first 
Olympiad,  which  may  have  been  given  first  by  Manetho,  but 
which  at  any  rate  seems  to  have  been  retained  by  Ptolemy, 
cannot  with  this  arrangement  be  exhibited.  And  either,  it 
may  be  said,  Ptolemy  would  retain  all , or,  to  be  consistent 
with  himself,  he  would  suppress  all  the  unchronological  years 
and  odd  months  of  Manetho.  In  the  latter  case  only  the 
omission  of  Psammicherites,  with  his  6 months,  at  the  end 
of  Dyn.  XXVI  would  be  justifiable;  but  then  the  reigns 
of  Dynasties  XXVII  and  XXIX  also  should  be  recast, 
so  as  to  exhibit  124  and  19  years  respectively,  without 
fractions;  and  Dyn.  XXVIII  with  its  6 years  ought  to  be 
suppressed  altogether,  unless  some  of  the  years  of  Dyn. 
XXVII  were  cutoff  to  make  room  for  it,  ns  seems  to  be 
attempted  by  Eusebius.  And,  even  if  all  these  changes 
could  be  made  with  less  violence  than  is  possible,  there 
would  still  remain  other  unchronological  years  above,  need- 
ing, not  indeed  to  be  cut  off  like  those  below,  but  to  be 
transposed  to  their  true  places,  if  “ exactness  ” were  really 
aimed  after.  But  as  it  is  unlikely  that  Ptolemy  would  sup- 
press Dyn.  XXVIII  so  as  to  disarrange  the  numbering  of 
the  later  dynasties,  it  is  rather  to  be  supposed  that  its  six 
years  entered  into  his  scheme  and  were  reckoned,  and  that, 
if  we  have  made  so  many  other  years  as  to  be  obliged  to 
exclude  them,  at  least  from  reckoning,  the  fault  is  probably 
with  ourselves. 

Lastly,  as  regards  Dyn.  XXXI : — Why,  it  may  be 
asked,  is  this  dynasty  to  be  reckoned  separately,  after  the 
completion  of  the  sum  of  1050  years  given  for  Book  III., 
when  yet  the  notice  respecting  the  end  of  Book  III.  and  the 
sum  of  1050  years  is  put,  both  by  Eusebius  and  by  Syncellus, 
not  after  Dyn.  XXX,  but  after  Dyn.  XXXI,  and  so,  no 
doubt,  was  put  also  by  Africanus  ? 

The  above  and  other  similar  objections  and  suspicions 
which  are  likely  to  present  themselves,  some  or  other  of  them, 
to  the  reader  in  the  first  instance,  need  not  perhaps  to  be 
discussed  further,  nor  to  be  all  replied  to  at  length,  because 
answers  will  occur  of  themselves  after  a while  to  any  one 
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who  considers  each  point  not  only  as  if  it  stood  alone,  but  in 
its  connection  with  others,  and  with  the  general  reconstruc- 
tion of  the  scheme.  But  there  are  one  or  two  other  synchro- 
nisms, besides  that  of  Petubast  and  the  first  Olympiad, 
which  seem  to  have  been  indicated  by  Ptolemy,  and  which, 
whether  they  were  retained  from  the  original  Manetho  or 
introduced  by  Ptolemy  himself,  deserve  a more  particular 
attention. 

As  regards  the  synchronism  of  Petubast,  it  makes  little 
against  the  method  we  have  preferred  that  it  fails  to  exhi- 
bit it  for  Ptolemy,  if  it  be  allowed  that  Ptolemy  in  all  pro- 
bability did  not  originate  but  merely  retained  the  notice  of 
it  from  Manetho ; for  Manetho,  when  his  lists  are  digested 
into  a series  apparently  chronological,  does  not  himself 
exhibit  this  synchronism.  If  we  go  up  from  B.C.  345,  ac- 
cording to  the  lists  of  Manetho,  38  + 20.  4m.  + 6 + 124.  4m.  + 
150.  6m.  + 40  + 6 + 89  years,  to  the  head  of  Dyn.  XXIII,  we 
arrive  at  B.C.  818 ; and  if  we  reckon  downwards  from  thence 
40  years  for  the  reign  of  Petubast,  we  find  it  to  end  in  b.c. 
778,  two  years  before  the  Olympic  era.  In  order  to  bring  it 
down  low  enough  to  include  the  summer  of  B.C.  776  (or 
777),  one  must  omit  in  reckoning  the  8 unchronological  years 
inserted  by  Manetho  in  his  Dynasties  XXVI,  XXVII, 
XXVIII,  and  XXIX;  and  even  then  the  synchronism 
will  be  exhibited  only  in  appearance ; since  we  are  as  far  as 
ever  from  a true  chronological  reckoning  if  we  only  omit  to 
reckon  Manetho’s  unchronological  additions,  unless  we  also 
reinsert  those  years  which  he  has  unchronologically  omitted ; 
and  when  this  is  done,  Petubast  will  rise  up  again  far  above 
the  Olympic  era.  For  38  + 19  + 124  + 177  +44  + 44  +19 
years  (reckoned  upwards  from  B.c.  345,  according  to  the 
scale  of  the  Chronicle  as  if  equivalent  to  Manetho’s  lists 
between  Nectanebo  and  Petubast),  take  us  to  b.c.  810 
(which  is  no  less  than  34  years  above  the  first  Olympiad)  for 
the  death  of  Petubast  and  the  accession  of  Osorchon.  Close 
accuracy  then  is  not  to  be  looked  for  in  the  lists  when  Ma- 
netho is  the  authority  ; but  any  such  statement  as  this,  which 
was  taken  probably  from  the  text  of  Manctho’s  narrative, 
not  from  any  portion  of  hieratic  lists  such  as  he  interposed  at 
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intervals,  is  to  be  considered  by  itself;  and,  so  considered,  it 
may  very  likely  turn  out  to  be  true.  Indeed  we  have  al- 
ready seen  (at  p.  246)  that  the  name  of  Petubast  is  itself 
transposed  by  Manetho  so  as  to  seem  to  stand  above  the  two 
reigns  of  Osorchon  and  Psammous,  identifiable  with  the 
two  generations  of  Dyn.  XXIII  of  the  Chronicle,  while 
the  Chronicle  by  its  number  of  three  generations,  instead  of 
one  only,  and  44  instead  of  only  6 years  for  Dyn.  XXIV 
implies  that  Petubast  from  above  and  Zet  or  Teehnatis  from 
below  arc  the  first  and  second,  and  Bocchoris  the  third  and 
last  king  of  that  Tanitc  dynasty.  But  as  its  44  years  com- 
menced in  b.c.  790,  the  Olympic  era  is  at  once  seen  to 
belong  to  the  beginning  of  the  15th  year  of  Petubast,  and 
the  synchronism  asserted  in  Manetho’s  narrative,  and  copied 
thence  into  Ptolemy’s  lists,  is  justified  as  true  and  historical, 
though  to  a Greek,  who  did  not  Like  it  simply  upon  trust,  it 
would  appear  to  be  irreconcilable  with  the  lists,  unless  he 
knew  that  they  contained  transpositions.  Africanus  seems 
to  have  had  some  idea  of  this  truth,  to  judge  from  a note 
attached  by  him  to  Dyn.  XXIV,  the  first  king  of  which 
was  really  Petubast,  as  has  been  said  above,  with  two  suc- 
cessors, but  which  in  the  lists  of  Africanus  has  only  one 
king,  Bocchoris,  and  only  6 years.  For  Africanus  has  marked 
as  a note  or  calculation  at  this  dynasty  “ 990  years,”  an  in- 
dication probably  that  he  was  seeking  for  the  synchronism 
of  Petubast  and  the  Olympic  era,  and  that  he  made  990 
years  from  the  date  at  which  he  was  writing  up  to  that  to 
which  he  meant  his  memorandum  to  be  attached.  But  from 
B.c.  776,  990  years  would  take  us  to  A.D.  213  for  the  date  of 
Africanus’  writing  ; or,  if  we  take  the  year  a.d.  221  as  the 
probable  date  of  his  writing,  990  years  would  take  as  up  to 
B.C.  770  in  the  20th  year  of  Petubast  and  of  Dyn.  XXIV 
according  to  the  Chronicle.  So  then,  in  order  to  suit 
exactly  the  Olympic  era,  either  Africanus  should  have 
marked  (996)  instead  of  990,  or  he  should  be  supposed 
to  have  been  already  writing  in  a.d.  213. 

Again,  there  is  a notice  connected  in  the  lists  of  Afri- 
canus with  the  last  name  of  Dyn.  XIX,  Thouoris,  that  “ he 
is  the  Polybus  of  Homer,  in  whose  time  Troy  was  taken.” 
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This  notice  too,  like  the  last,  may  probably  be  from  the 
original  Manetho,  and  only  retained  by  Ptolemy.  In  any 
case  it  offers  no  difficulty.  For,  on  the  one  hand,  it  would  be 
almost  a matter  of  course  that  Manetho  should  put  the 
taking  of  Troy  somewhat  higher  then  B.C.  1183,  the  date 
which  afterwards  prevailed  through  the  influence  of  Erato- 
sthenes ; while  Ptolemy,  if  the  synchronism  bad  originated 
with  him,  might  have  been  likely  to  assign  rather  the  later 
date.  And  yet,  on  the  other  band,  as  the  choice  of  a name 
to  identify  with  Polybus  may  have  weighed  somewhat,  it 
would  be  nothing  wonderful  if  either  Manetho,  for  some 
reason  connected  with  the  sound  of  a name,  should  have  as- 
signed a date  later  by  20  or  30  years  than  that  which  he  had 
found  in  Herodotus  (i.  e.  than  n.c.  1250  ?),  or  Ptolemy  a date 
20  or  30  years  earlier  than  that  to  which  the  taking  of  Troy 
had  been  brought  down  by  Eratosthenes.  The  chronolo- 
gical dislocations  of  Manetho  below  Dyn.  XIX  compensating 
one  another  within  a little,  his  apparent  date  for  the  end  of 
Dyn.  XIX  is  in  B.C.  1203,  only  3 years  short  of  that  of  the 
Chronicle,  which  is  in  B.C.  1206;  and  that  of  Ptolemy, 
according  to  our  reconstruction,  is  in  B.C.  1207,  one  year 
above  the  date  of  the  Chronicle.  So  there  is  no  great  dif- 
ference. And  Manetho’s  apparent  date  for  Troy,  if  Thouoris 
reigned  7 years  ending  with  the  end  of  the  dynasty,  would 
be  in  one  of  the  seven  years  between  b.c.  1210  and  b.c. 
1203;  that  of  Ptolemy  would  be  in  one  of  the  6even  years 
between  B.C.  1214  and  B.C.  1207;  while,  according  to  the 
true  chronology  of  the  Chronicle,  it  should  be  in  one  of  the 
seven  years  between  B.c.  1213  and  1206;  though  the  king 
named  Thouoris  in  the  lists  with  the  short  reign  of  7 years 
does  not  appear  to  have  reigned  historically  during  the  last 
7 years  of  the  dynasty ; but  rather  he  seems  to  have  been 
associated  during  7 years  with  the  king  named  next  before 
him  in  the  lists,  who  also  survived  him  and  reigned  in  all 
not  less  than  17  years.  So,  if  the  synchronism  were  meant 
to  be  attached  strictly  and  inseparably  to  one  of  the  seven 
years  of  Thouoris,  it  should  be  carried  back  in  all  pro- 
bability to  some  year  of  the  seven  lying  between  Thoth  1 in 
B.c.  (1206+  17  = ) 1223,  and  b.c.  1216.  Ilut  perhaps  in 
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this  case  the  year  intended  was  connected  only  with  the 
apparent  reign  and  with  the  garbled  name  of  Thouoris,  and 
was  in  itself  one  of  the  last  seven  years  of  the  dynnsty,  lying 
between  B.C.  1213  and  B.C.  1206  according  to  the  Chronicle, 
but  according  to  Ptolemy’s  apparent  chronology  between 
B.C.  1214  and  B.C.  1207,  the  last  year  of  Thouoris  beginning 
in  B.c.  1208. 

And  going  back  from  B.c.  1203  or  1207,  that  is,  from  the 
apparent  end  of  Dyn.  XIX  of  Manetho  or  of  Ptolemy, 
209  years  to  the  apparent  head  of  Dyn.  XIX,  w here  we 
know  from  Josephus  that  Manetho  put  ostensibly  the  syn- 
chronism of  his  Armais  or  Danaus,  and  his  Sethos-  Rameses 
or  sEyyptus,  we  should  obtain  either  b.c.  1412  or  B.c.  1416, 
with  an  interval  of  about  200  years  for  the  eight  Greek 
generations  reckoned  between  the  flight  of  Danaus  and 
Troy,  while  the  common  Greek  reckoning  gave  to  this  in- 
terval, 316  years.  Here  again  it  is  probable  that  the  ori- 
ginal Manetho,  whose  Sethos-Ramcses  is  only  a mythical 
personage,  and  whose  first  15  years  prefixed  to  Dyn.  XIX 
are  unckronological,  alluded  in  his  text  under  the  surface 
and  indirectly  to  Rameses  II.,  Miammous,  and  to  a brother 
Armais  or  Rameses,  whom  that  king  really  left  to  govern 
Egypt  for  some  years,  while  he  was  himself  absent  and  pur- 
suing his  conquests  in  Asia.  And  Ptolemy  may  have  done 
in  this  case  as  he  did  in  that  of  Petubast,  retaining  from 
Manetho  a synchronism  not  justified  by  the  lists,  and  under- 
standing with  Manetho  what  historical  persons  and  events 
were  really  pointed  at.  That  Ptolemy  did  thus  retain  the 
synchronism  at  the  head  of  Dyn.  XIX  by  implication,  if 
not  expressly,  is  rendered  probable  by  the  changes  he  has 
made  in  Manetho’s  first  two  reigns  of  this  dynasty,  cutting 
off  8 from  that  of  Sethos,  as  if  in  allusion  to  the  8 years  of 
Armais,  and  13  from  the  first  and  second  together,  as  if  in 
allusion  to  the  13  of  the  exile  of  Sethos  and  his  father  Ame- 
noph  in  Ethiopia.  And  besides,  ns  wc  shall  see  presently, 
that  place  in  the  lists  where  Manetho  had  put  the  syn- 
chronism, that  is  about  b.c.  1400,  suited  well  Ptolemy’s 
Greek  chronology  as  a middle  point  between  Inachus  and 
Troy,  whereas  the  historical  date  alluded  to  by  Manetho 
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and  understood  by  Ptolemy,  which  was  86  years  higher, 
about  B.c.  1486,  would  have  been  quite  incompatible  with 
Ptolemy’s  Greek  chronology  for  Inachus.  This  is  the  more 
to  be  considered  because  Eusebius  has  actually  attached  the 
synchronism  to  that  part  of  Dyn.  XVIII  really  alluded  to  by 
Manetho,  identifying  Rameses  II.,  Miammous,  son  of  Sethos 
I.,  with  /Egypt  us,  and  Armessou,  who  stands  next  but  one 
before  him  in  Manetho’s  lists,  and  who  really  is  his  grand- 
father, with  his  “ brother  Armais,”  and  with  Danaus.  But 
this  synchronism  of  Eusebius  is  probably  no  more  copied 
fnujn  Ptolemy,  that  is,  from  the  Manetho  of  Africanus,  than 
that  of  Achencheres  and  Moses,  which  Eusebius  also  gives 
just  before,  and  which,  as  Syncellus  remarks,  is  peculiar  to 
himself,  and  asserted  only  because  it  suits  his  own  system. 
So  according  to  the  synchronism  ostensibly  asserted  for 
-ZEgyptus  and  Danaus  at  the  head  of  Dyn.  XIX,  there  would 
be  by  the  lists  both  of  Manetho  and  of  Ptolemy,  apparently, 
(b.c.  1203  or  1207,  to  b.c.  1412  or  1416)  209  years  between 
Danaus  and  Troy  ; but  according  to  the  chronology  under- 
stood and  alluded  to  by  Manetho,  there  would  be  (b.c.  1486 
— 1212  = ) 274  years  between  Danaus  and  Troy,  giving  an 
average  length  of  34  J years  to  the  eight  Greek  generations. 

Lastly,  there  is  a synchronism  which  is  known  with  cer- 
tainty to  have  been  given  by  Ptolemy,  being  repeatedly 
quoted  as  from  him,  and  being  found  also  in  the  lists  of 
Africanus,  but  which  we  have  no  reason  for  ascribing  to 
the  original  Manetho,  viz.,  that  of  Amosis,  the  founder  of 
Dyn.  XVIII,  and  of  Moses  and  the  Exodus  with  Inachus, 
the  first  king  of  Argos.  The  apparent  date  for  the  acces- 
sion of  Amosis  and  the  expulsion  of  the  Shepherds,  with 
whom  Manetho,  and  Ptolemy  as  it  seems  after  him,  pur- 
posely confounded  the  Hebrews,  is  according  to  Manetho  in 
b.c.  (1412  + 333  = ) 1745;  according  to  Ptolemy,  in  b.c. 
(1416  + 348  = )1764;  according  to  the  true  chronology, 
understood  by  both,  in  B.C.  (1400  + 348  = ) 1748.  But 
between  Troy  and  Inachus  the  Greeks  commonly  reckoned 
in  the  time  of  Manetho  xvn  generations;  viz.  ix  to  the 
flight  of  Danaus,  thus : — Inachus  with  50  years,  + Phoroneus 
60,  + Apis  35,  + Argus  70,  + Criasus  54, + Phorbas  35, -f 
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Triopas  46,  + Crotopus  21,  + Sthenelus  11,  making  382 
years;  anti  then  vn  more  to  the  taking  of  Troy,  thus:  — 
Danaus  58,+ Lynceus  35,+  Abis  37,  + Prcctus  17,  + Acri- 
sius  33,  + Pelops  53,  + Atreus  65,  -f  Agamemnon  1 8 ; making 
316  years.  So  to  the  whole  xvn  generations  they  gave  a 
sum  total  of  698  years,  being  an  average  length  of  41  years 
to  each  generation.  With  this  sum  of  years  for  the  interval, 
the  accession  of  In.achus  woultl  be  at  B.C.  (1250  + 698  = ) 
1948,  or  at  B.C.  (1183  + 698  = ) 1881,  or  at  some  interme- 
diate point,  according  as  the  capture  of  Troy,  the  basis  of  the 
upward  reckoning,  were  put  with  Herodotus  about  BlC. 
1250,  or  with  Eratosthenes  at  b.c.  1183,  or  at  some  inter- 
mediate point.  And  even  if  the  date  assigned  for  Troy  were 
that  of  Eratosthenes,  still  the  accession  of  Inachus  would 
be  put  136  or  117  years  above  that  of  Amosis  according 
to  the  apparent  chronology  of  the  lists  of  Manetho  and  of 
Ptolemy;  and  133  years  above  it  (1881  — 1748  = 133)  ac- 
cording to  the  true  chronology.  But  if  Manetho  or  Ptolemy 
had  allowed  to  the  xvi  full  Greek  generations  an  average  of 
only  33-)-  years,  and  had  so  reckoned  up,  Manetho  from  B.C. 
1204,  or  Ptolemy  from  B.c.  1213,  (233-J  + 18  = ) 251,  and 
again  300  years,  they  might  have  placed  the  flight  of  Danaus 
at  B.c.  1455,  or  B.c.  1464,  and  the  accession  of  Inachus  at 
B.C.  1755  or  b.c.  1764  respectively:  and  then  the  accession 
of  Amosis  and  the  expulsion  of  the  Shepherds  would  have 
seemed  to  be  for  Manetho  in  the  tenth  year  of  Inachus,  and 
for  Ptolemy  in  the  first.  And  from  Eratosthenes’  date  for 
Troy,  b.c.  1183,  xvn  similar  generations,  all  full,  would 
give  for  Danaus  b.c.  1449,  and  for  Inachus  B.C.  1749,  only 
one  year  above  the  true  date  for  the  accession  of  Amosis. 
So  then  a synchronism  of  Inachus  with  Amosis,  and  with 
the  Exodus  (of  the  Shepherds)  might  have  been  asserted  by 
the  original  Manetho,  if  it  had  pleased  him,  but  not  that  syn- 
chronism of  the  accessions  of  Inachus  and  Amosis,  which  was 
generally  understood  to  be  asserted  by  Ptolemy  of  Mendes. 

But  whatever  Manetho  might,  or  would,  have  done, 
Ptolemy,  writing  after  Eratosthenes  and  Apollodorus,  would 
not  be  likely  to  give  to  the  xvn  Greek  generations  between 
Inachus  and  Troy  an  average  of  nearly  41  years  each,  so 
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greatly  exceeding  any  allowed  to  hie  own  Egyptian  kings. 
And  Ptolemy  knew  as  well  as  Manetho  that  Moses  and  the 
Exodus  of  the  Hebrews,  and  the  king  under  whom  they 
went  out,  by  whatever  name  miscalled,  were  really  neither 
698  years  before  the  end  of  Dyn.  XIX  of  Manetho  or  the 
capture  of  Troy,  nor  1020,  nor  969,  988,  or  972  years  be- 
fore the  first  Olympiad.  And  Tatian,  the  earliest  Christian 
writer  (a  native  too  of  the  East)  who  quotes  from  Ptolemy 
the  synchronism  of  Moses  Amosis  and  Inachus,  was  so  far 
from  understanding  like  Africanus  after  him  any  such  anti- 
quity, that  he  remarks  that  “ if  Moses  was  20  generations ” 
[he  should  rather  have  found  19,  if  the  Egyptian  genera- 
tions XIV  + v = xix  of  Dyn.  XVIII  of  the  Chronicle  were 
meant,  as  is  probable,  for  the  Greek  names  are  only  xvn] 
“before  Troy,  he  was  therefore  400  years  before  Troy.” 
But  400  years  would  give  to  20  generations  only  20  years 
apiece.  This  is  no  doubt  too  little  ; and  Clemens,  in  follow- 
ing Tatian,  either  quotes  him  more  fully,  or  explains  and  cor- 
rects the  inadequacy  of  his  expressions,  writing  " twenty 
or  more  generations,”  [the  Egyptian  generations  of  Manetho 
would  be  xvi  + v = xxi,  even  without  reckoning  Thouo- 
ris,  the  last  king  of  Dyn.  XIX,]  “ and  400  years  and  above" 
('ysveai  p.iv  ukooiv  rj  rrXetovs,  err]  hi, tbs  hros  ehreiv,  mpaKoata  teal 
irpotrct)),  which  will  suit  any  number  over  400  and  under  500. 
And  the  average  of  the  Egyptian  Chronicle  adopted  by 
Eratosthenes,  if  applied  to  the  xix  Egyptian  generations 
of  the  Chronicle  between  Amosis  and  Thouoris,  as  if  iden- 
tical with  xvm  Greek  reigns  allowed  between  Inachus  and 
Agamemnon,  would  give  (24|  x 18  =)  441  years  for  xvm 
whole  generations,  to  which  if  we  add  18  years  only  of  a 
nineteenth,  answering  to  the  18  of  Agamemnon,  we  have  in 
all  459.  But  we  have  found  Dynasty  XIX  ending  according 
to  Ptolemy’s  apparent  chronology  (which  here  differs  by  only 
one  year  from  the  true)  in  b.c.  1207.  And  if  we  name  the 
beginning  rather  than  the  end  of  the  7 th  and  last  year  of 
his  Thouoris  or  Polybus  as  intended  for  the  synchronism 
of  Troy,  and  go  back  from  thence,  that  is,  from  B.c.  1208 
(which  was  Castor’s  date  for  Troy,  and  may  have  been  fol- 
lowed by  Ptolemy),  459  years,  they  take  us  for  the  acccs- 
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sion  of  Inachus,  to  Thoth  1,  in  b.c.  1667,  which  is  81  years 
after  the  accession  of  the  true  Arnosis  and  the  expulsion  of 
the  Shepherds.  And  Clement  of  Alexandria,  deriving  his 
information,  whether  directly  or  indirectly,  from  some  Egyp- 
tian source,  most  probably  through  Tatian  from  Ptolemy, 
writes: — “ Ylverai  ij  IfoSor  Kara  "Ivanov,  n rpo  tt)s  XwOiaKrjs 
vepioSov  e^eXOoirros  un  Aiyinrrov  M warns  theai  irporepov 
rp.e-  ” “ Moses  went  out  from  Egypt,  in  the  time  of  Ina- 
chus, 345  years  before  the  Sothic  Period;"  that  is,  before 
the  cyclical  epoch  of  July  20,  b.c.  1322.  But  345  added 
to  1322  give  also  the  year  b.c.  1667. 

So  then  it  seems  that  Ptolemy,  in  coupling  together  the 
names  of  “ Arnosis  ” and  Moses,  followed  Manetho,  who 
had  purposely  confused  the  Exodus  of  the  Hebrews  with  the 
expulsion  of  the  Shepherds ; but  that  in  his  synchronism  of 
both  together  with  Inachus  he  had  in  view  the  true  date  of 
the  Exodus  of  the  Hebrews  rather  than  that  of  the  com- 
mencement of  Dyn.  XVI II  and  the  expulsion  of  the  Shep- 
herds. And  yet  he  has  not  hit  exactly  upon  the  true  date 
for  the  Exodus,  but  has  missed  it  in  so  peculiar  a way  as 
seems  to  show  that  he  had  some  acquaintance  with  the  sacred 
books  of  the  Jews.  For  his  calculation  of  the  date  of  the 
Exodus,  making  an  interval  of  exactly  81  years  from  the 
head  of  Dyn.  XVIII,  seems  to  go  upon  the  supposition 
that  Moses  was  born  in  the  first  year  of  this  dynasty,  and 
that  80  years  were  to  be  reckoned  from  the  year  of  his  birth 
to  the  Exodus.  This  same  error  precisely  has  been  fallen 
into  by  Christian  writers,  and  is  embodied  in  the  Egyptian 
lists  of  Anianus  and  Panodorus,  and  of  Syncellus.  Yet  the 
inference  that  Ptolemy  was  following,  though  inaccurately 
and  without  acknowledgment,  the  writings  of  Moses  him- 
self, when  he  put  the  Exodus  in  b.c.  1667,  is  certainly  open 
to  some  slight  doubt,  owing  to  the  synchronistic  coincidence 
of  his  Greek  reckoning;  since,  if  we  assume  Ptolemy’s 
date  for  Troy  to  have  been  fixed  on  independent  grounds 
of  its  own  to  B.C.  1208,  then  the  date  B.C.  1667  seems  to 
result  of  itself  from  the  calculation  upwards  of  xviii  Greek 
generations,  allowed  as  parallel  to  as  many  Egyptian,  at  the 
average  length  of  24  J years,  besides  18  years  of  a ninc- 
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teenth  to  parallel  the  18  years  of  Agamemnon.  And  this 
date,  B.c.  1667,  being  near  to  the  true  date  for  the  Exodus 
(which  is  B.C.  1654),  the  joint  accessions  of  the  mythical 
Amosis  and  of  Iuachus  might  be  fixed  to  this  date  without 
any  knowledge  or  consideration  of  the  accident  that  it  marks 
also  the  80th  year  of  Moses,  and  so  far  is  the  very  same 
which  Jewish  and  Christian  writers  would  be  likely  of  them- 
selves, and  erroneously,  to  fix  upon  for  the  Exodus,  by 
calculating  as  if  Moses  was  born  in  the  very  first  year  of 
that  dynasty  the  founder  of  which  had  not  known  Joseph. 
But  the  assumption  that  B.c.  1208,  rather  than  any  other 
year  of  the  seven  of  Thouoris,  was  fixed  upon  by  Ptolemy, 
and  on  independent  grounds  of  its  own,  for  his  synchronism 
of  Troy  rests  upon  no  sufficient  foundation ; and,  besides 
that,  xix  generations  reckoned  back  from  b c.  1208,  with 
the  average  length  of  24£  years  to  all  of  them,  would  take 
us  back  not  precisely  to  B.C.  1667,  but  to  b.c.  1674. 

After  the  principle  of  reduction,  the  main  peculiarity  of 
Ptolemy’s  scheme  consists  in  the  creation  of  seven  fresh 
dynasties,  with  a vast  number  of  anonymous  kings,  instead 
of  the  seven  mythological  dynasties  of  Manetho,  or  in  addi- 
tion to  Manetho’s  xxm  dynasties  of  kings  after  Menes. 
This  addition  was  prompted,  most  likely,  as  has  been  con- 
jectured above,  by  a desire  of  compensating  in  some  sense 
for  the  sacrifice  of  antiquity  made  by  admitting  the  prin- 
ciple of  reduction,  and  by  surrendering  those  myriads  of 
years  which  had  been  scoffed  at  by  the  Greeks.  But  a joint 
or  contributing  influence  may  probably  be  traced  in  the  ex- 
istence of  certain  materials  which  seemed  suitable  for  facili- 
tating and  justifying  such  an  amplification : what  these 
materials  were  we  proceed  to  consider. 

We  are  told  by  Herodotus,  that  when  he  was  in  Egypt-, 
about  B.C.  450,  the  priests  of  Phthah,  at  Memphis,  read  out 
to  him  from  a book,  that  is,  from  one  of  their  hieratic 
papyri,  330  or  331  names  of  kings  from  Menes  to  the  im- 
mediate predecessor  (not  really  Mceris)  of  Sesostris;  and 
from  the  death  of  the  predecessor  of  Sesostris,  he  was  told, 
to  his  own  time  there  had  intervened  “ less  than  900  years.” 
So  the  accession  of  this  Sesostris  was  put  at  a point  of  time 
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somewhat  later  than  B.C.  (450+ 900  = ) 1350.  This  date, 
as  well  as  the  mention  of  the  naval  power  of  the  king  and 
conqueror  alluded  to,  fix  the  compound  and  mythical  per- 
sonage of  Scsostris,  so  far  as  these  particulars  are  concerned, 
to  be  neither  Sesortasen  I.  nor  Ramescs  II.,  but  liameses 
III.,  whose  ships,  as  well  as  his  cavalry  and  his  conquests, 
are  mentioned  also  by  Manctho,  though  under  a double  and 
mythical  name  (JLeOaxn r 6 xal  'P apeacri)i),  and  at  a false 
date,  viz.  at  the  head  of  Dyn.  XIX,  of  ■which  he  was  really 
the  third  legitimate  king. 

As  regards  the  assertion  that  the  name  of  Ramoses  III. 
was  preceded  in  the  hieratic  lists  by  330  or  331  other  kings, 
some  doubt  is  thrown  on  the  exact  accuracy  of  this  number 
by  the  fact  that  Herodotus  reckons  downwards  from  this 
Sesostris  only  eleven  kings  to  the  abdication  of  the  Ethi- 
opian Sabaco  and  the  deliverance  of  Sethon ; and  to  these 
eleven  kings  he  gives  341  years,  as  if  they  represented  ten 
perfect  generations  of  33(  years  each,  and  one  similar  im- 
perfect generation ; whereas  really  from  B.C.  1 350  (which 
is  900  years  before  Herodotus),  or  from  some  date  a little 
later,  to  the  retirement  of  the  Ethiopian  Tirhakah  (the 
three  Ethiopians  being  blended  together  under  the  name 
of  Sabaco),  in  B.C.  702,  which  is  the  historical  event  and 
date  alluded  to,  there  are  not  341  only,  but  648  years  (or 
something  under),  during  which  the  lists  of  Manetho  (from 
Rameses  III.  to  Tirhakah  inclusively)  give  the  names  of 
not  1 1 only  but  (5+  12  + 7 + 9 + 4+  1 + 3=  )41  kings ; 
and  the  hieratic  papyri  are  not  likely  to  have  contained  a 
less  number.  And,  after  Sethon,  Herodotus  having  still 
according  to  his  oicn  showing  something  under  (900  — 341  = ) 
559  years,  but  according  to  the  truth  about  (900  — 648  = ) 
252  years,  out  of  900  to  account  for,  names  only  the 
“ Dodecarchy  ” in  which  Psammitichus  I.  was  a partner, 
and  six  kings  of  Dyn.  XXVI,  from  Psammitichus  I.  to 
Psammenitus  inclusively,  with  a sum  between  them  of 
(according  to  his  reckoning)  146  years ; and  after  these 
again  he  names  the  Persian  kings  from  Cambyses  to  Arta- 
xerxes  Longimanus,  with,  as  we  may  presume,  their  true 
reckoning  in  years.  So  that  in  all  he  names  or  reckons 
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below  Rameses  III.  fewer  kings  than  are  contained  in 
Manetlio’s  lists,  and  fewer  than  were  contained  in  the  papyri, 
by  at  least  33  ; and  it  may  be  suspected  that  this  number'of 
names  by  which  he  falls  short  below  Sesostris,  was  thrown 
up  and  added  by  the  priests  in  enumerating  the  kings  above, 
so  that  there  were  really  in  their  papyri  only  about  (331  — 
33  = ) 298  names  before  Rameses  III.  instead  of  331.  Rut 
on  the  other  hand  it  is  not  expressly  said  that  “the  priests 
continuing  read  out  eleven  and  only  eleven  names  from  Sesos- 
tris to  Sethon but  it  may  be  that  Herodotus  heard  only  of 
those  eleven  whom  lie  names,  and  collected  for  himself  that 
this  was  the  whole  number  ; whereas  in  truth  those  eleven 
names  were  mentioned  only  in  connection  with  three  subjects, 
viz.  the  foundation  of  the  Propyl  tea  and  other  monuments 
which  Herodotus  had  before  his  eyes  at  the  moment,  the 
origin  of  the  neighbouring  pyramids,  and  the  origin  of  that 
dynasty  under  which  the  ancestors  of  his  Greek  interpreters 
first  settled  in  Egypt,  the  last  native  Memphite  or  Saitico- 
Memphite  dynasty,  which  had  reunited  all  Egypt  after  the 
rule  of  the  Ethiopians,  had  obtained  supremacy  by  the  help 
of  Greek  mercenaries,  and  had  immediately  preceded  the 
Persians  who  were  then  masters.  The  first  of  these  three 
subjects  was  connected  with  the  later  Sesostris,  whether  as 
Rameses  II.  or  III.,  and  his  immediate  successors;  the 
second  with  the  successors  of  Sesostris  as  Scsortasen  I., 
(whose  predecessor  was  Moeris  or  Papa  Maire) ; and,  one 
mythical  personage  having  been  made  out  of  three  or  more 
kings,  the  Memphite  pyramids,  transposed  so  as  to  follow 
after  18  Ethiopians  and  even  after  the  latest  Sesostris,  who 
was  Rameses  III.,  served  to  cloke  the  suppression  of  long 
dynasties  and  years  really  filled  with  the  glories  of  Theban 
supremacy.  These,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Memphite  priests, 
it  was  best  to  leave  strangers  to  discover,  if  they  could,  for 
themselves. 

There  is  yet  another  ground  for  suspicion  against  Hero- 
dotus’ sum  of  330  or  331  kings  before  Rameses  III.  in  a 
story  related  by  him  concerning  Hecatieus  of  Miletus,  who 
visited  Egypt  a little  earlier  than  himself  in  the  same  cen- 
tury. For  he  says  that  the  priests  of  Ammon  at  Thebes, 
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on  Ilecatams’  boasting  that  the  sixteenth  ancestor  of  his 
countrymen  was  a god,  took  him  into  their  temple  and 
showed  him  there  345  wooden  images  of  priests,  who  had 
had  exactly  as  many  kings  for  their  contemporaries,  “all  men, 
sons  of  men,”  ( piromis , sons  of  piromis,')  who  had  followed 
one  another  in  succession  since  the  last  of  the  gods  and 
demigods  who  had  reigned  before  them  over  Egypt,  “just,” 
adds  Herodotus,  “ as  the  priests  of  Phthah  showed  to  myself 
in  their  temple  at  Memphis.”  But  345  kings  and  priests, 
reaching  down  as  it  seems  (for  there  is  no  question  here  of 
any  Sabaco  or  Sethon)  to  the  time  of  Hccatieus,  are  fewer 
by  about  38  than  the  (330  + 41  + 9 + 3 = ) 383  kings  which 
the  hieratic  papyri  ought  to  have  had,  if  there  were  really 
330  names  before  Ramcses  III.,  and  afterwards  the  same 
number,  viz.  53,  which  arc  now  found  for  the  same  space  in 
Manctho’s  lists,  without  counting  the  name  of  Artabanus, 
any  more  than  that  of  the  pscudo-Smcrdis  who  is  omitted  by 
Manetho.  So,  then,  if  the  series  of  wooden  images  shown 
to  Ilecatjcus  corresponded  exactly  to  that  of  the  written 
names  of  the  hieratic  papyri,  these  latter  would  seem  to  have 
had  only  about  (345  — 53  = ) 292  names,  instead  of  having 
330  or  331,  before  Raineses  III.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  it 
is  not  certain  that  the  number  of  the  wooden  images  did  cor- 
respond exactly  to  that  of  the  written  names ; and  even  if 
they  did,  it  is  not  certain  that  there  was  a perfect  agreement 
between  the  numbers  of  the  written  names  and  images  of 
the  priests  of  Phthah  at  Memphis  and  those  of  the  written 
names  and  images  of  the  priests  of  Ammon  at  Thebes. 

Leaving  it  then  optional  to  suppose  either  330,  or  298,  or 
292  to  have  been  the  true  number  of  royal  names  in  the  hie- 
ratic papyri  from  Menes  to  Raineses  III.,  and  adopting  for 
ourselves,  provisionally  at  least,  the  first  number  of  the  three, 
we  proceed  next  to  compare  with  the  notices  of  Herodotus 
certain  other  indications  afforded  by  the  fragments  of  a 
hieratic  papyrus  near  a thousand  years  older  than  his  time, 
and  undoubtedly  of  the  same  family  with  that  from  which 
the  names  of  the  330  kings  were  read  out  to  him  at  Memphis. 
This  papyrus,  now  preserved  in  the  Turin  Museum,  is  one 
of  a number  which  were  probably  found  all  together  at 
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Thebes,  and  which  may  well  have  belonged  to  some  temple. 
Their  contents  and  the  names  of  the  writers,  sometimes 
added,  show  that  they  were  written  some  of  them  during  the 
reign  of  Rumeses  II.,  towards  the  end  of  Dyn.  XVIII,  and 
others  in  the  time  of  Dyn.  XIX.  That  one  of  the  group 
with  which  we  are  now  concerned,  and  which  contained  a list 
of  the  Egyptian  dynasties  and  kings,  was  certainly  written 
before  the  time  either  of  Rameses  II.  or  of  Rameses  III., 
or  of  Rameses  XIII,  or  XIV,  for  the  back  or  blank  side  of 
the  papyrus  has  been  written  over  with  figures  and  accounts, 
among  which  the  first  part  of  a name,  Ra-tseser-ma,  and  the 
surname  Mi-amnn,  common  to  these  kings,  is  discernible.  To 
judge  by  two  sums  of  13,420  and  23,200  years,  or  more,  placed 
between  the  divine  reigns  and  Menes,  and  making  together 
about  100  years  more  than  the  xxv  cycles  or  36,525  years 
of  the  aTTOKaTucrracnSj  the  papyrus  may  perhaps  have  brought 
down  its  reckoning  as  low  as  the  yearB.C.  1209.  Unhappily 
it  has  been  doubled  up  and  crushed  either  by  the  Arabs  who 
found  it  or  by  others  ignorant  of  its  value,  and  afterwards 
knocked  about  in  such  a way  that  of  its  beginning  and  its 
end,  and  of  the  lower  part  of  almost  all  its  columns,  only 
some  isolated  fragments  remain ; while  the  fragments  from 
the  upper  parts  of  some  of  the  more  central  columns  were 
still  efficiently  large  and  numerous,  when  Champollion  in 
1824  first  noticed  their  contents,  to  allow  of  their  being 
joined  together,  as  was  done  two  years  later  by  M.  SeyfFarth, 
into  something  like  a continuous  surface.  But  on  no  one  of 
the  fragments  remaining  is  there  discoverable  the  name  of 
ar.y  king  known  to  be  later  than  Dyn.  XVI  of  Manetho 
(XIV  of  Ptolemy  and  Africanus);  unless  indeed  M.  Brugsch 
be  right  in  his  conjecture  that  the  three  beginnings  of  names 
in  fragment  112  are  those  of  three  Shepherd  kings.  If  so, 
the  papyrus  would  seem  to  have  included  the  kings  of  Dyn. 
XVII  of  Manetho  (XV  of  Ptolemy  and  Africanus):  but 
this  identification  is  still  doubtful ; and  of  Dynasties  XVIII 
and  XIX  at  all  events  the  fragments  exhibit  no  trace. 

It  is  certain  that  this  papyrus  began  with  the  names  of 
Gods  and  Demigods,  of  which  as  many  as  17,  or  traces  of 
17,  are  still  distinguishable  (and  others  may  bo  added  by  a 
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probable  inference)  from  Ra  the  sun-god  (who  appears  on 
the  small  fragment  No.  141,  now  in  Column  XII,  with  traces 
of  another  name  or  line  above  him)  to  a Horus  read  by  M. 
Brutrsch  Hor-hesou  who  is  connected  either  with  the  end  or 
the  beginning  of  the  sum  of  23,2 18  years.  For  in  this  papyrus 
there  is  no  trace  of  any  intermediate  series,  like  the  Manes 
of  Manetho,  between  the  Demigods  and  the  historical  kings ; 
no  more  than  there  is  in  the  Chronicle  of  n.c.  305.  Other 
names  of  deities  certainly  or  probably  identifiable  which  ap- 
pear in  fragment  No.  11  (erroneously  placed  by  Seyffarth  in 
his  Column  II),  and  which  followed,  with  perhaps  only  one 
name  of  Cnejih  or  Agathodeemon  between,  after  Phthah  and 
Ra,  are  Seb,  Osiri,  Set,  Hor-Neterou  (with  300  years),  Thotli- 
Aa-aa  (i. e.  iho/j-eyio-Tos,  with  3226  years),  Ma  (certainly  not 
a god  but  a goddess,  with  3140  years),  a second  Horus,  and 
then  (or  after  one  line  more)  the  initial  sign  in  red  which 
is  usually  followed  by  a sum  of  the  reigns  preceding.  After 
the  sum  of  this  first  divine  dynasty,  there  is  in  the  same  frag- 
ment a space  indicating  at  least  two  names  of  a second  series. 
After  these  two — and  others,  no  doubt,  which  are  lost  — 
(Champollion  thought  that  he  found  a sum  of  xxni  reigns 
of  gods) — we  have  to  place  another  fragment.  No.  41,  which 
now  stands  at  the  head  of  Seyffarth’s  Column  Y,  but  which 
has  been  shown  by  M.  Brugsch  to  contain  six  more  names 
of  deities.  The  first  two  are  illegible,  but  the  other  four 
according  to  M.  Brugsch  are  the  names  of  four  divine  bulls, 
and  at  any  rate  1 lapi  and  Mena  (Apis  and  Mnevis),  the  third 
and  fifth  names  of  the  six,  are  plainly  distinguishable.  We 
may  imagine  that  between  the  first  divine  dynasty  and  these 
bulls  all  the  more  prominent  monumental  gods,  and  the  demi- 
gods, such  as  the  younger  Thoth,  Anepo,  and  others,  would 
have  been  inserted.  And  from  an  allusion  occurring  later 
M.  Brugsch  infers  that  a Horus  named  Ilor  hesou  was  the  last 
name  of  the  divine  list  and  the  immediate  predecessor  of 
Menes.  But  without  adopting  this  view,  having  2 lines  of 
names  in  fragment  141  [ + 1]  + 11  lines  or  traces  of  lines  in 
fragment  1 1,  + 8 at  least  to  the  end  of  the  first  column,  + 6 
lines  in  fragment  4 1 , we  have  already  proof  enough  that  the 
divine  dynasties  filled  more  than  one  complete  column. 


Digitized  by  Google 


PTOLEMY  OF  MENDES. 


471 


For  Dr.  Hincka  and  Sir  Gardner  Wilkinson  agree  that 
the  whole  breadth  of  the  papyrus,  instead  of  being  as 
Seyffarth  supposed  14  inches  with  from  26  to  30  lines  in 
each  column,  did  not  exceed  12 £ inches  with  22  [or  23] 
names  at  most  [in  its  earlier  columns ; for  in  the  later 
columns  the  writing  is  plainly  closer,  and  there  are  more 
names].  Sir  Gardner’s  words  are  these  : “ It  appears  from 
Column  IV  [of  Seyffarth]  in  pi.  2,  which  gives  the  whole  of 
its  series  of  names  (or  the  figures,  or  spaces  for  figures, 
belonging  to  them)  one  below  the  other,  that  the  breadth 
was  not  more  than  13  inches,  and  that  it  contained  at  most 
22  lines ; for  in  some  parts,  as  in  Column  III,  the  number  of 
lines  varied  in  a similar  space,  and  that  part  could  only  have 
contained  21  lines;  the  same  again  in  Column  VI  where  8 
lines  are  equal  to  9 of  Column  IV ; while  on  the  other  hand 

9 lines  of  Column  IV  or  8 of  Column  VI  are  nearly  equal  to 

10  of  Column  IX,  and  very  nearly  to  12  lines  of  Column 
XI.”  ( Wilkinson's  Ilierat.  Pap.  of  Kings  at  Turin,  London, 
1851.)  And  Dr.  Hincks,  whom  he  follows,  and  who  has 
contributed  an  appendix  to  the  same  publication,  expresses 
himself  thus : “ I regard  it  as  settled  that  the  length  of  a 
column  of  writing  was  about  12}  inches,  which  would  be 
filled  by  about  21  or  22  lines.  We  cannot  suppose  that  the 
number  of  lines  should  be  less  than  20 ; and  it  is  not  likely 
that  it  exceeded  23.”  For  ourselves,  without  entering  into 
any  minute  discussion,  we  shall  suppose  that  the  papyrus 
when  perfect  had  not  fewer  than  xvi  written  columns,  of 
which  the  first  eight  contained  22  or  rather  23  lines,  and  the 
last  eight  either  24  lines  or  at  the  least  23.  And  this  essen- 
tial point  of  the  number  of  lines  going  to  a column  being 
thus  settled,  we  may  return  to  the  names  of  deities  at  the 
commencement  of  the  papyrus. 

These  had  brought  us  to  at  least  the  7th  line  of  a second 
column ; and  if  Champollion  was  not  mistaken  in  giving  the 
sum  of  a divine  series  of  “ xxm  reigns,”  this  sum  cannot 
have  stood  higher  than  the  12th  line  of  Column  II.  And, 
further,  we  know  that  this  second  column  must  have  been 
completed  either  by  names  of  deities  alone,  or  by  names 
with  the  commencement  of  some  lines  of  figures ; since  10 
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lines  of  figures  and  sums  which  now  stand  as  fragment  No.  1 
in  Column  I of  Seyffarth,  but  which  clearly  intervened  be- 
tween the  divine  dynasties  and  the  kings,  and  are  followed 
on  the  same  fragment  by  the  first  kings,  are  shown  by  some 
blank  papyrus  still  attached  to  have  stood  at  the  head  of  a 
column.  This  column  then  must  be  at  least  No.  III.  In 
its  Uth  line  (after  the  10  lines  of  sums  relating  to  the 
divine  dynasties),  there  is  a heading  relating  to  the  first 
dynasty  of  historical  kings  beginning  with  Menes.  This  is 
followed  by  the  names  of  Mena  and  his  first  successor 
Athoth,  and  the  spaces  for  a third  and  fourth  name  are  still 
discernible ; and  we  may  infer  from  the  fact  that  the  space 
belonging  to  the  fourth  king  occupies  the  1 5th  line  from  the 
head  of  the  column,  that  it  was  followed  in  the  same  column 
by  at  most  8 more  names  of  kings. 

As  regards  these  historical  kings  (the  first  of  whom  are 
identified  by  the  names  Menes  and  Athotliis  with  the 
Tanites  of  Dyn.  XVI  of  the  Old  Chronicle,  VIII  of  Ma- 
netho,  and  I of  Ptolemy),  if  the  papyrus  had  made  exactly 
the  same  divisions  of  all  its  dynasties,  and  had  given  exactly 
the  same  number  of  names  with  Manetho,  it  would  have  had 
room  in  its  third  column  at  the  most  for  the  8 names  of 
Menes  and  his  successors  of  the  same  dynasty,  for  2 lines  con- 
taining the  sum  subjoined  to  the  dynasty  completed,  and  the 
rubric  or  heading  prefixed  to  the  dynasty  next  commencing, 
and  further  for  2 names  of  this  next  dynasty,  that  is,  of  Ma- 
netho’s  second  dynasty  of  Tanites.  But  we  shall  soon  have 
proof  that  the  papyrus  contained  as  a general  rule  more 
names  than  were  admitted  into  Manetho's  lists.  And  as  we 
shall  find  below  the  name  of  Soris  ( Sora ) the  head  ofMane- 
tlio’s  Dyn.  XI  (IV  of  Ptolemy),  though  “of  another  family,” 
distinguished  from  the  earlier  Memphites  preceding  him 
only  by  having  the  initial  sign  before  his  name  red , we 
shall  not  consider  it  to  make  against  M.  Brugsch’s  identifi- 
cation of  the  first  three  names  of  Manetho’s  second  dynasty 
of  Tanites,  his  Dyn.  IX  (II  of  Ptolemy),  on  fragment  21 
that  they  follow  other  names  without  the  interposition  of 
any  sum  or  heading,  such  as  arc  found  in  the  papyrus  after 
the  series  answering  to  Manetho’s  Dynasties  XII,  XIII, 
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XIV,  and  XV,  and  sucli  as  may  perhaps  have  occurred  also 
between  the  last  Tanite  and  the  first  Memphite  names; 
though  the  sum  appended  in  the  papyrus  to  the  last  three 
names  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XII  (V  of  Ptolemy)  certainly 
goes  back  to  Menes,  whose  name  is  still  legible  in  it,  as  it  is 
also  in  some  other  similar  sums. 

If  M.  Brugsch  be  right  in  his  identification  of  the  2nd, 
3rd,  and  4th  names  of  fragment  21,  reading  . . Baiou, . . Ka 
(with  the  figure  of  the  bull),  and  . . . neter,  with  the  first  three 
kings,  Bock- us  or  Boeth-vs , Aate-chos,  and  Bi-no/Ar-is,  of 
Manetho’s  Dyn.  IX  (II  of  Ptolemy),  and  there  be  nothing 
against  the  supposition  that  Manetho’s  first  eleven  names  of 
kings  were  also  the  first  eleven  of  the  papyrus,  we  may  em- 
ploy the  five  names  of  fragment  21  to  complete  our  Column 
III ; only,  in  this  case,  we  must  identify  its  first  name,  which 
is  illegible,  but  which  ended  with  the  sound  of  the  letter 
A,  with  the  8th  and  last  name  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  VIII  (I  of 
Ptolemy)  Bienecli-es,  or  Ouhienth-es,  that  we  may  not  give 
more  than  23  lines  to  the  column.  And  this  there  is  nothing 
to  forbid. 

Then  in  fragment  20  we  have  8 names,  or  places  of  names, 
certainly  belonging  to  very  early  kings,  as  the  initial  Ba  is 
absent,  and  in  fragment  19  two  more,  of  the  same  class, 
reading  Sent  and  Aakar,  and  apparently  identifiable  with 
two  names  (the  5th  and  Cth)  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  IX  (II  of 
Ptolemy),  viz.  Setlun-es  and  Chair-es.  And  in  any  case  it  is 
known  from  a papyrus  of  the  time  of  Baineses  II.,  now  at 
Berlin,  that  the  2nd  king  of  fragment  20,  whose  name  M. 
Brugsch  reads  Tsalsati,  perhaps  identifiable  with  Tlas,  the 
4th  king  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  IX,  was  earlier,  not  later,  than 
the  king  named  Sent.  For  it  is  there  mentioned  that  the 
original,  from  which  this  papyrus  was  copied,  “ was  found  at 
Sechcm  (Letopolis)  in  the  time  of  the  king  Tsatsati,  and  was 
brought  [at  some  time]  after  his  death  to  the  king  Sent.” 
Now  if  we  suppose  fragment  20,  which  represents  9 lines,  to 
have  stood  at  the  head  of  Column  IV,  then  in  its  first  line,  be- 
sides the  figures  for  “28,”  probably  28  days,  now  visible  and 
running  into  it  from  one  of  the  lines  of  sums  and  figures  in 
the  preceding  column,  there  will  have  been  also  a name ; and 
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after  this  8 names  more  arc  exhibited  or  indicated  by  the  same 
fragment.  And  if,  again,  we  suppose  only  one  other  name 
to  have  intervened  between  fragment  20  and  fragment  19, 
which  has  the  two  names  Sent  and  Aakar,  we  shall  already 
have  reckoned  to  the  Tanites  24  names ; and  we  may  infer 
with  probability,  from  certain  indications  to  be  spoken  of 
below,  that  there  were  still  three  more  Tunite  names,  as 
indeed  the  lists  of  Manctho  would  require,  if  the  names  Sent 
and  Aakar  arc  his  Sethenes  and  Chaires.  So  we  have  made 
out  (8  + 9 + 10  = ) 27  names  in  all  to  be  reckoned  to  the 
Tanites,  though  we  need  not  suppose  without  proof  that 
there  was  in  the  papyrus  any  sum  or  fresh  heading,  or  both 
a sum  and  a fresh  heading,  to  divide  the  Tanites  from  the 
following  names  of  the  local  Memphites  and  Elephantinites 
or  Heliopolitans.  Thus  the  names  of  the  Tanite  connection, 
in  whatever  order,  whether  genealogical  or  dynastic,  they 
may  have  been  grouped,  and  whatever  may  have  been  the  true 
places  of  the  fragments  and  names  alluded  to,  having  filled  15 
lines  in  our  Column  IV,  we  may  add  to  them  in  the  same 
column  ns  many  as  8,  but  not  more  than  8,  Memphite  names, 
answering  in  number  (but  not  necessarily  otherwise)  to  as 
many  names  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  X (III  of  Ptolemy).  And 
in  the  last  two  lines  of  the  column  we  may  place  conjectu- 
rally  the  fragment  No.  3,  with  two  names  reading  Oua  . . . 
and  Sncfrou,  the  latter  of  the  two  being  probably  identifiable 
with  Sipliouris,  the  8th  name  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  X. 

The  9th  and  last  remaining  name  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  X,  with 
the  8 of  his  Dyn.  XI  and  the  9 of  bis  Dyn.  XII  (III,  IV, 
and  V of  Ptolemy),  making  together  only  18,  would  not  have 
been  at  all  too  many  to  find  room  in  the  next  column,  if  the 
papyrus  had  given  only  the  same  names  with  Manctho,  and 
had  made  no  division,  nor  inserted  any  lines  of  sums  and 
headings,  before  coming  to  the  end  of  the  last  of  these  three 
dynasties.  But,  having  already  found  that  the  papyrus  had 
more  Tanite  names  than  the  (8  + 9 = ) 17  of  Manctho,  we 
might  from  this  alone  anticipate  that  it  would  also  have  a 
greater  number  of  names  for  the  Memphites.  And  in  point 
of  fact  it  is  certain  that,  instead  of  one  column,  tu-o  whole 
columns  (Columns  V and  VI)  in  the  papyrus  were  filled 
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with  names  corresponding  to  the  Memphite  or  Memphite  and 
Heliopolitc  Dynasties  X,  XI,  and  XII  (III,  IV,  and  V of 
Ptolemy),  implying  an  addition  of  27  at  the  most,  and  at  the 
least  of  25  kings,  to  those  of  Manetho.  This  is  clear,  because 
one  whole  column,  Column  VI  (IV  of  Seyffarth),  consisting 
of  fragments  32,  34,  and  34  a,  certainly  ends  with  the  last 
three  names  of  Manctho’s  Dyn.  XII  (V  of  Ptolemy)  and  a 
sum  following  them ; and  this  column  (no  less  certainly) 
does  not  contain  the  long  reigns  of  the  two  Suphises  (to  say 
nothing  of  any  other  reigns  still  earlier);  though  M.  Brugsch 
thinks  that  the  fourth  of  its  21  or  rather  22  reigns  (for  frag- 
ments 32  and  34  do  not  certainly  join)  may  be  identified  with 
that  of  Mencheres.  For  though  the  name  is  lost,  the  title 
“Anck  Ouza  Sneb”  (something  like  “Ever-living")  which 
followed  it  still  remains,  and  this  title  was  given,  as  he  says,  in 
the  papyrus  only  to  kings  of  note.  This  alone  is  not  a very 
solid  ground  for  the  identification,  unless  it  could  be  shown 
that  such  a title  might  not  be  given  to  any  other  intervening 
king ; as,  for  example,  to  Ouserclieres,  the  head  of  Manetho’s 
Dyn.  XII  (V  of  Ptolemy).  But  M.  Brugsch  thinks  further 
that,  the  17  or  18  reigns  following  next  in  the  papyrus  after 
that  which  has  the  title  “ Anch  Ouza  Sneb  ” attached  may  be 
identified  with  the  13  reigns  following  that  of  Mencheres  in 
Manetho’s  lists,  if  only  it  be  supposed  (which  seems  not 
unlikely)  that  Manetho  added  the  years  of  4 or  5 short 
reigns  which  he  suppressed  or  consolidated  to  those  longer 
reigns  for  which  he  gave  the  names  of  the  kings.  Even  if 
this  view  were  accepted,  we  should  still  have,  on  fragment 
No.  18,  six  names,  all  legible,  and  reading,  1,  Neferkar-Sek, 
2,  Ouazepha  ; 3,  Badsi  (M.  Brugsch  writes  it  as  if  it  were 
only  Ba  . . .);  4,  Nebkar ; 5,  Sara  (with  the  initial  sign 
red) ; 6,  Sorti.  This  fragment  (or  rather  these  two  frag- 
ments, for  the  names  of  Sora  and  Sorti  are  not  really  on  one 
and  the  same  fragment  with  the  rest,  though  they  join  well) 
is  now  placed  at  the  head  of  Seyft’arth’s  Column  II  in  con- 
nection with  the  figures  of  fragment  No.  18  a,  which  is 
shown  by  the  blank  edge  still  adhering  to  have  stood  at  the 
head  of  a column,  and  to  which  it  seems  to  join  perfectly.  It 
has  been  remarked  by  M.  Brugsch  that  two  of  the  names  on 
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fragment  18,  Ouazepha  and  Dadsi,  look  not  unlike  two  of 
Manetho’s  earliest  Tanites,  Ousaphaidos  or  Ousaphaes,  and 
Mieliidos  or  Miabies  ; and  though  the  name  itself,  Sora,  and 
the  additional  circumstance  that  its  initial  is  in  rubric,  afford 
still  more  forcible  reasons  for  connecting  these  joint  frag- 
ments with  some  part  of  the  next  column  in  the  papyrus, 
that  preceding  what  answers  to  Dyn.  XII  of  Manetho  (V  of 
Ptolemy),  rather  than  that  following  what  answers  to  his 
Dyn.  VIII  (1  of  Ptolemy), — still,  even  this  argument  is  not 
absolutely  to  be  insisted  upon,  as  we  know  not  exactly  on 
what  principle  the  names  of  the  early  Tanites  and  Memphites 
may  have  been  grouped  in  the  papyrus.  But  the  reasons 
which  seem  to  turn  the  scale  in  favour  of  placing  this  frag- 
ment at  the  head  of  Column  V rather  than  IV,  are  these:  first, 
Neferkar-sek  should  be  later  than  the  earliest  Neferlcar : then 
the  name  Ncbkar  is  to  be  seen  on  sculptured  blocks  brought 
from  Memphis  which  are  now  in  the  Museum  at  Berlin.  The 
cartouche  of  Sor  or  Soris  also  may  be  seen  on  a wooden  coffin 
brought  from  Memphis,  and  now  in  the  same  Museum.  But, 
besides,  there  is  the  consideration  that  if  we  give  to  the  Tanites 
all  the  names  or  spaces  indicating  names  which  are  found  on 
fragments  Nos.  1,  21,  20,  and  19(making  4 + 5 + 9 + 2,  with 
2 more  at  least  for  the  interval  between  fragments  1 and  21 
in  Column  III,  and  l at  least  for  the  interval  between  No. 20 
and  No.  19,  which  did  not  join)  we  have  already  23  names; 
and  if  to  these  we  add  6 more  (which  we  do  if  we  place 
fragment  18  at  the  head  of  the  second  column  containing 
kings,  as  Seyffarth  has  placed  it)  we  shall  have  29  names 
actually  given,  or  given  by  implication,  to  the  Tanites,  the 
names  of  Setlienes  and  Chaires  seeming  to  be  the  last  of  all, 
and  requiring  therefore  an  addition  of  three  more.  But  it  is 
safest  neither  to  suppose  (without  necessity)  that  names  of 
Manetho’s  Dyn.  XI  are  mixed  up  with  his  earliest  Tanites, 
nor  that  the  number  of  names  of  the  Tanite  connection 
exceeded  those  8 + 9+10  = 27  which  in  one  way  or  another 
are  indicated  by  Manetho.  Some  one  or  other  then  of  the 
fragments  above-mentioned  must  be  supposed  to  contain 
names  not  of  the  Tanite  but  of  the  Memphite  connection : 
and  if  it  comes  to  a choice,  and  there  is  nothing  to  show 
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that  fragment  18  stood  at  the  head  of  Column  IV  rather  than 
at  that  of  Column  V,  this  fragment  18  will  on  other  grounds 
he  beyond  a doubt  the  one  to  be  selected.  But  to  return 
to  our  fifth  column : Besides  the  6 names  on  fragment  18, 
of  which  one  only  is  identifiable  with  a Memphite  name  of 
Manetho,  the  rest  being  all  additional,  there  must  have  been 
in  the  same  column  16  or  17  other  names,  one  of  them  at 
least  answering  to  the  9th  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  X,  and  one 
other  at  least  answering  to  the  2nd  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XI, 
viz.  that  of  Suphis  I.  But  probably  more  than  one  of  the 
names  of  Manctho’s  Dyn.  XI  were  contained  in  this  column. 
And  in  fragment  No.  30  there  are  in  a space  of  ;H  inches  the 
figures  or  traces  of  the  figures  for  the  lives  of  ten  kings,  an- 
swering very  well  to  the  long  reigns  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XI 
(or  of  XVII).  These  then  may  be  taken  to  represent  a3 
many  names ; and  they  clearly  ended  a column.  And  so  we 
have  accounted  for  five  columns. 

The  next  column,  our  sixth  (IV  of  Seyffarth),  has  been  re- 
constructed by  a union  of  fragments  which  is  perfectly  satis- 
factory, (except  that  there  was  possibly  another  name  be- 
tween fragments  32  and  34,  the  latter  of  which  is  now  unduly 
drawn  up  in  order  to  unite) ; and  it  is  almost  the  only  column 
which  as  reconstructed  shows  portions  of  blank  papyrus 
not  only  above  the  highest  but  also  below  the  lowest  of  its 
lines.  So  it  is  on  this  column  chiefly  that  Dr.  Hincks  and 
others  have  based  their  calculations.  The  reconstruction 
consists  of  three  fragments  numbered  32,  34,  and  34  a,  which 
exhibit  the  spaces  for  21  names  of  kings,  or  possibly  for  22, 
if  the  junction  of  fragments  32  and  34  is  not  maintainable. 
Indeed  the  remains  of  the  sign  for  years  at  the  bottom  of 
fragment  32  do  not  seem  capable  of  uniting  with  the  remains 
of  the  same  sign  at  the  top  of  fragment  34.  But  it  is  not 
likely  that  there  was  more  than  one  name  between.  So,  with 
one  more  line  containing  a sum  of  the  number  of  kings  and 
years  from  Mcnes,  the  column  had  in  all  22  or  perhaps  23  lines ; 
and  it  is  one  of  those  which  had  the  fewest  lines.  Though  all  its 
names  except  the  last  three,  Men-ker-hor,  Tat,  and  Onnos,  and 
part  of  the  third  from  the  top  ending  in  . . . zepha,  are  lost, 
the  figures  — those  for  the  years  at  least  — of  1 6 out  of  its  2 1 
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or  22  reigns  are  still  in  great  part  preserved:  only  in  one  or 
two  cases  they  may  have  suffered  some  curtailment  in  their 
units ; and  in  the  first  perfect  line  of  figures  of  fragment  34, 
and  also  in  the  first  of  fragment  34  a,  the  sign  for  the  decads 
is  damaged,  so  that  one  cannot  be  sure  whether  these  two 
reigns  had  18  years  or  28  in  the  one  case,  and  10,  20,  or  30 
in  the  other.  Barring  these  uncertainties,  the  years  of  the 
reigns  in  Column  VI  stand  ns  follows : — Reign  i is  wanting, 
ii  has  6 years,  iii  has  6,  iv  (that  with  the  title  “ Anch  Ouza 
Sneb”)  has  24  (a  number  suiting  probably  within  a little  the 
true  reign  of  Meneheres,  and  so  far  favouring  M.  Brugsch’s 
identification),  v has  24,  vi  has  23,  vii  has  8,  viii,  ix,  and  ix 
his  (if  the  imperfect  sign  for  years  does  not  really  unite  with 
that  at  the  top  of  fragment  34)  are  wanting,  x has  18  or  28, 
xi  has  4,  xii  has  2,  xiii  has  7,  xiv  has  12,  xv  is  wanting,  xvi 
has  7,  xvii  is  wanting,  xviii  has  21,  or  11,  or  31,  xix  (Hor- 
menher ) has  8,  xx  ( Tat)  has  28,  and  lastly  xxi  ( Onnos)  has  30. 
It  is  manifest  that,  without  further  knowledge  than  we  ]>os- 
sess,  this  series  of  figures  and  reigns  cannot  be  identified  with 
those  of  the  ix  kings  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XII  (V  of  Ptolemy), 
which,  reckoned  downwards  from  Ouscrcheres  to  Onnos,  have 
(28  + 13  + 21+  [3]7+  20  + 44  4-  9 + 44+33  = ) 248  years. 
Still,  Bincc  the  last  three  names  of  Column  VI  of  the  papyrus 
(IV  of  Seyffarth)  are  clearly  identified  with  the  last  three  of 
Dyn.  XII  of  Manetlio,  it  is  natural  to  suppose  that  all  or 
nearly  all  the  preceding  names  of  the  same  column  were  also 
of  the  same  connection  with  the  ix  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XII. 
We  say  “ all,  or  nearly  all,”  because,  if  we  look  upwards 
from  Onnos  the  last  name,  there  is  nothing  till  we  come  to 
the  fourth  line  with  the  title  “Anch  Onza  Snob,”  which  can 
be  laid  hold  of  as  at  all  favouring  the  idea  that  we  have  found 
a point  where  one  series  begins  and  another  ends.  Nor  is  it 
possible  for  Manctho  to  have  made  up  the  sum  of  248  years 
for  his  Dyn.  XII  in  the  manner  in  which  M.  Brugsch 
supposes,  if  it  is  to  commence  only  in  the  10th  line  of  this 
column  with  the  first  reign  on  fragment  34,  as  answering  to 
that  of  Ousercheres  its  head.  For  from  this  point  the 
papyrus  has  in  all  to  the  sum  at  the  end  of  the  column  12 
kings  ; and  of  these  the  years  of  only  two  are  lost ; and  even 
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if  we  allow  the  highest  possible  number  of  decads  to  the  first 
reign  on  fragment  34,  and  on  fragment  34  a,  so  that  they  shall 
have  28  and  31  years  respectively,  the  years  of  all  the  ten 
reigns  together  will  amount  to  no  more  than  157,  and  the 
two  remaining  unknown  reigns  cannot  be  thought  to  have 
contained  the  91  years  still  wanting  of  Manetho’s  sum.  But 
if  we  suppose  the  king  of  line  4 with  the  title  “ Ancli  Ou'za 
Sneb  ” to  be  the  Ousercheres  of  Manetho  and  the  head  of 
the  dynasty,  then  the  figures  preserved  by  the  papyrus,  with 
the  addition  of  32  years  for  the  four  reigns  which  are  lost, 
will  make  out  Manetho’s  sum ; and  M.  Brugsch’s  hypothesis 
as  to  the  way  in  which  that  sum  was  obtained  may  be  in  a 
certain  wide  sense  admissible.  The  more  so,  as  there  are 
signs  that  Manetho  was  desirous  of  exhibiting  the  kings  of 

O O O 

his  first  six  dynasties  (all  of  Lower  Egypt)  as  reigning  one 
with  another  30  or  31  years  apiece.  For  from  line  4 of  our 
Column  VI  there  were  in  it  18  kings,  being  just  double 
Manetho’s  number  for  his  Dyn.  XII ; and  the  years  of  those 
14  reigns  which  are  still  preserved  amount  to  216  (this  is 
with  18  and  21  years  to  the  two  doubtful  reigns  of  lines  10 
and  18),  leaving  still  32  years,  or  it  may  be  42,  to  compose 
four  reigns  the  figures  for  which  arc  lost.  And,  if  we  adopt 
this  view,  we  may  also  observe  that,  reckoning  from  line  4, 
there  are  in  this  Column  VI  of  the  papyrus  eight  reigns 
which  have  each  more  than  a dccad  of  years,  and  which  may 
have  been  as  many  nuclei  among  which  Manetho  divided  the 
years  of  all  the  other  shorter  reigns,  while  one  of  Manctho’s 
ix  reigns  did  not  come  up  to  a decad  but  had  only  7 or  9 years, 
according  as  the  30  years  which  are  missing  in  the  text  of 
Africanus  be  supposed  to  have  fallen  out  from  the  4th  reign 
of  Sephres  or  the  7 th  of  Mencheres.  It  is  not,  however,  in 
any  case  to  be  taken  for  granted  that  all  those  kings  who  in 
the  papyrus  are  grouped  together  as  being  of  the  same  con- 
nection, and  as  corresponding  to  Dyn.  XII  of  Manetho, 
reigned  one  after  another  in  local  succession. 

Reckoning  to  the  point  at  which  we  now  arc,  we  have  made 
out  for  the  papyrus  (12  + 23  + 23  + 21  = ) 79  kings  to  cor- 
respond to(8  + 9 + 9 + 8 + 9 = )43  of  Manetho.  Continuing 
hence,  we  find  on  a fragment,  No.  59,  which  certainly  formed 
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the  head  of  another  column,  a series  of  figures  which  once 
corresponded  to  as  many  names  of  kings,  and  which  certainly 
do  not  belong  to  those  names  of  gods,  on  fragment  41,  which 
Scyffarth  has  placed  over  against  them  at  the  head  of  his 
Column  V.  That  the  names  really  belonging  to  them  were 
the  first  five  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XIII  (which  should  naturally 
come  next  after  XII)  is  proved  beyond  a doubt  by  the  figures 
themselves ; since  the  fourth  reign  of  the  five  has  “ 90  ” 
years  still  plainly  legible,  the  units  being  broken  away,  which 
we  may  safely  say  were  “ 4 and  this  extraordinary  reign  is 
followed  by  another  of  1 year  and  1 month.  These  then  are 
plainly  the  reigns  of  Phiops,  the  fourth,  and  of  his  succes- 
sor, the  fifth  king,  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XIII ; and  as  the  num- 
ber of  reigns  preceding  on  the  same  fragment,  and  known  to 
have  had  none  above  them  in  the  column,  agrees  with  that  of 
Manctho’s  preceding  kings  of  the  same  dynasty,  we  sec  that, 
in  this  instance  at  least,  and  thus  far,  the  papyrus  exhi- 
bited a series  identical  with  that  of  Manetho,  and  without 
any'  interposition  of  additional  names.  It  is  also  noticeable 
that,  though  there  was  a sum  at  the  bottom  of  the  last 
preceding  column,  there  was  not  any  heading  prefixed  to  this 
new  series  which  followed.  For  the  figures  belonging  to 
the  first  name  of  Dyn.  XIII  of  Manetho  are  in  the  same 
line  with  the  first  name  of  Column  VIII  (still  preserved,  and 
on  the  same  fragment,  No.  59,  with  the  figures),  and  they 
have  only  the  blank  edge  of  the  papyrus  above  them  ; while 
the  figures  belonging  to  the  second  reign  of  Dyn.  XIII  arc 
in  a line  with  the  third  name  of  the  following  column.  This 
is  an  instance  of  the  occasional  variations  occurring  on  the 
papyrus,  the  same  width  in  one  column  sometimes  contain- 
ing a name  more,  and  sometimes  a name  less,  than  in 
another,  besides  that  the  lines  and  intervals  are  upon  the 
wdiole  larger  and  less  numerous  in  the  earlier  and  closer  and 
more  numerous  in  the  later  columns.  M.  Brugsch  restores 
opposite  to  the  figures  of  Dyn.  XIII  the  monumental  names 
Ati,  Teta,  Imhotep,  Maire,  and  Meran-re,  as  answering  to 
Othoes,  Phius,  Methousouphis,  Phiops,  and  Mentesuphis  of 
Manetho.  And,  just  as  the  figures  on  fragment  59  fail  us, 
(for  the  6th  reign  is  wanting,)  another  fragment,  No.  4.3, 
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comes  in  and  gives  us  the  name  Nitokrit  known  from  Ma- 
netho’s lists  to  be  the  sixth  of  the  dynasty.  So  there  are 
six  names  and  reigns  recoverable  at  the  head  of  Column 
VII  (V  of  SeyfFarth)  corresponding  exactly  to  the  six  of 
Manetho’s  Dyn.  XIII.  But  after  the  name  of  Nitocris,  on 
fragment  43,  there  is  no  sum  nor  rubric,  but  a continuation 
of  four  more  names  of  the  same  series.  Three  of  these  read 
Nepherkar  (probably  the  husband  of  Nitocris,  who  appears 
elsewhere  together  with  Papa  and  Meranre),  Nefrous,  and  Ab. 
The  fourth  name  is  illegible.  The  figures  opposite  to  the 
last  three  of  these  four  names  of  fragment  43  (on  fragment 
61)  show  reigns  of  2 years  1 month  and  1 day,  of  4 years  2 
months  and  1 day,  and  of  2 years  l month  and  1 day ; and 
there  is  yet  another  reign,  making  the  10th  of  the  whole 
series,  the  name  for  which  is  lost,  with  1 year  and  8 days. 
And  below  this  there  is  a sum  of  18 1 years.  So  the  whole  four 
reigns  which  stood  in  the  papyrus  after  the  name  and  reign 
of  Nitocris  make  up  together  only  9 years  4 months  and  1 1 
days,  and  may  have  been  all  covered  chronologically  by  the 
12  years  given  in  Manetho’s  list  to  Nitocris,  though  these  12 
years  were  probably  reckoned  to  her  also  separately  in  the 
papyrus.  The  order  of  the  names  may  perhaps  indicate  that 
Nephercheres  the  husband  of  Nitocris,  as  well  as  Meranre, 
survived  the  aged  Phiops,  and  that  he  reigned  after  the 
single  year  of  Meranre  for  2 years,  while  his  consort  Nitocris 
reigned  both  with  him  and  after  him.  As  regards  the  sum 
of  181  years  given  in  the  papyrus  for  the  dynasty,  it  may 
perhaps  be  still  made  out,  if  only  wre  suppose  the  missing 
figures  for  its  first  and  its  sixth  reigns  to  have  been  30  and 
12,  identical  with  those  of  Manetho.  The  years  given  for 
the  10  reigns  will  then  be  in  all  180,  and  the  odd  months 
and  days  still  remaining  (and  some  are  lost)  make  up  the 
remaining  year  all  but  3 days.  It  would  seem  to  follow 
from  this  sum  of  the  papyrus  that  the  true  date  of  the  com- 
mencement of  Dyn.  XIII  was  in  B.C.  (1932  + 43  + 158  or 
159  = ) 2132  or  b.c.  2133,  91  years  after  Menes,  unless 
indeed  any  of  the  years  reckoned  to  its  first  four  kings  were 
concurrent;  and  in  that  case  the  date  would  be  somewhat 
lower  according  to  the  number  of  concurrent  years  to  be 
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subtracted.  But  perhaps  as  this  dynasty  in  the  papyrus  had 
no  heading,  its  gross  sum  of  years  helow  needed  no  reduction. 

After  the  above-mentioned  10  reigns,  referable  to  Dyn. 
XIII  of  Manetho,  and  the  sum  of  181  years  in  the  eleventh 
line  of  the  same  Column  VII,  but  opposite  to  the  twelfth 
line  of  the  adjacent  Column  VIII  (VI  of  Seyffarth),  there 
may  have  been  a separate  heading  introducing  the  next 
series  ; but  at  any  rate  there  were  of  the  next  series,  in  this 
same  Column  VII,  10  names,  all  more  or  less  represented  (in 
a space  of  five  inches  and  one  eighth)  by  fragments  46  and 
47,  about  the  union  of  which  there  is  no  doubt.  On  No. 
46  there  are  parts  of  the  initial  signs  of  3 names,  the  first  of 
them  in  red  ; and  on  No.  47  there  are  7 more  names  or  parts 
of  names,  the  first  two  reading  Ra-neferkar  and  Khroti  (?) 
in  the  other  five  only  a syllable  here  and  there  is  legible  (as 
tet  in  the  last  but  one,  and  Ou  at  the  beginning  of  the  last 
name) ; but  the  blank  edge  of  the  papyrus  below  this  last 
name  shows  plainly  that  it  ended  a column.  But  if  any  one 
ask  why  fragments  46  and  47  are  to  be  placed  in  this  column 
so  as  to  follow  next  after  Dyn.  XIII  of  Manetho,  the  answer 
is,  that  after  the  8th  line  of  the  next  column  (Column  VIII) 
the  names  of  which  arc  on  the  same  fragments.  Nos.  59  and 
61,  with  the  figures  or  reigns  of  Dyn.  XIII,  there  is  a sum 
distinctly  mentioning  the  number  of  “xvm  kings”  as  having 
preceded.  It  is  true  that  the  sign  for  the  8 is  only  partially 
preserved,  hut  what  remains  is  clear  enough ; and  Dr.  Lep- 
sius.  Sir  G.  Wilkinson,  and  Dr.  Hincks,  have  rightly  given 
it  as  xvm,  not  as  xvn.  Thus  the  number  and  order  of 
the  names  is  clear  ; and  there  will  have  been  in  Column  VII 
either  23  or  only  22  lines  (or  rather  22  or  21,  in  the  space 
which  in  the  adjoining  column  has  23)  according  as  there 
intervened,  or  did  not  intervene,  any  line  or  lines  of  heading 
after  the  sum  of  Dyn.  XIII. 

It  is  not  open  to  us  to  suppose  that  these  xviii  names  of  the 
papyrus  correspond  to  the  xvi  of  Dyn.  XIV  of  Manetho  (XI 
of  Ptolemy),  which  might  else  have  been  expected  to  succeed 
those  ofManetho’s  Dyn.  XIII;  for  though  the  numbers  xvm 
and  xvi  agree  well  enough,  the  names  and  parts  of  names  still 
legible  in  fragment  47  of  the  papyrus  by  no  means  favour  such 


Digitized  by  Google 


PTOLEMY  OF  MENDE9. 


483 


an  identification.  They  suggest  rather  the  thought  that  this 
series  of  xviii  kings  in  the  papyrus  may  be  the  same  as 
appears  in  the  upper  line  of  the  Abydos  tablet  (now  in  the 
British  Museum)  where  the  name  Nepher-kar-re  or  its 
elements  seem  to  pervade  the  13  cartouches  still  preserved, 
all  these,  except  one,  having  the  element  kar,  and  no  fewer 
than  8 out  of  the  13  having  the  whole  name  Nepher-kar. 
And  if,  as  is  calculated  to  have  been  the  case,  there  were 
originally  in  each  line  of  the  tablet  26  cartouches,  of  which 
the  first  13  (all  but  the  last  sign  of  the  13th)  in  the  upper 
line,  and  the  first  6 in  the  second  line  are  now  lost,  and  it  is 
known  that  the  names  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XV  began  with 
the  7th  cartouche  of  the  second  or  lower  line,  it  is  clear  that 
there  may  well  have  been  in  the  tablet  the  full  number  of 
xviii  kings  of  the  Nepherkeres  connection,  whether  they 
ended  with  the  6th  place  of  the  lower  line,  beginning  in  that 
case  with  the  15th  place  in  the  upper  (though  the  14th 
cartouche  which  is  in  part  preserved  already  exhibits  the 
element  kar),  or  whether  they  began  earlier  in  the  tablet, 
after  only  8 or  12,  or  at  the  most  13  names  of  some  other 
connection,  probably  that  of  the  Tanites,  and  ended  conse- 
quently earlier,  so  as  to  leave  room  for  a few  names  of  some 
other  family  (the  name  Ra-neb-kher  doubtless  being  one) 
which  might  be  interposed  between  the  eighteenth  and  last 
name  of  the  Nephercheres  family  and  the  first  name  of 
Manetho’s  Dynasty  XV. 

Now  in  the  Turin  papyrus,  in  that  series  of  xviii  kings 
which  seems  to  begin  in  the  10th  line  from  the  bottom  in 
our  Column  VII,  on  fragments  46  and  47,  the  name  in  the  5th 
line  of  the  series,  which  is  the  2nd  of  fragment  47,  is  still 
preserved  and  reads  Ra-neferkar ; and  this,  so  far  as  it  goes, 
favours  the  idea  that  the  whole  series  may  be  identifiable 
with  that  in  the  upper  line  of  the  Abydos  tablet.  Of  the  next 
name  which  is  also  preserved  and  reads  Khroti,  and  of  one  or 
two  syllables  of  names  in  the  lines  below,  all  that  can  be  said 
is  this,  that,  taken  together  with  the  name  Ra-neferkar,  they 
certainly  do  not  favour  any  view  which  would  identify  the 
xviii  names  with  the  xvi  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XIV.  There 
is  also  another  fragment.  No.  48,  with  characters  for  5 lines 
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of  writing,  which  is  placed  by  Seyffartli  as  if  in  lateral  con- 
nection with  fragment  47,  but  at  an  interval,  as  if  it  might 
contain  the  completions  of  the  last  five  lines  of  fragment  47, 
which  have  only  the  commencements  of  as  many  names. 
And  certainly  the  recurrence  in  the  2nd  line  of  this  frag- 
ment No.  48  of  the  same  name,  Ra-neferkar,  as  stands  in  the 
2nd  line  of  fragment  47,  suggests  strongly  the  idea  that  the 
two  fragments  may  belong  to  one  and  the  same  connection. 
Nevertheless  fragment  48  has  certain  peculiarities  (besides 
the  style  of  the  writing  and  the  width  of  the  interstices) 
which  make  it  easy  to  determine  whether  it  could  or  could 
not  have  joined  on  to  any  other  given  set  of  five  imperfect 
lines  with  which  it  may  be  compared.  And  these  pecu- 
liarities prove  that  the  fragment  in  question  could  not  have 
joined  on  to  any  part  of  that  series  of  xvm  kings  which 
followed  after  Manctho’s  Dyn.  XIII  either  in  Column  VII  or 
in  Column  VIII.  For  in  the  1st  line  of  fragment  48  there  is 
no  name  but  only  writing,  and  that  not  from  any  sum  nor 
from  any  heading  referring  to  a number  of  kings,  but  re- 
ferring to  some  one  king,  of  whom  it  is  said  that  “ he  made 
his  [reign  or  life,”  probably]  in  so  many  years.  The  name 
of  this  king  then  is  implied  to  have  preceded  in  the  same 
line.  The  2nd  line  exhibits,  as  has  been  said,  the  name 
Ra-ncferhar,  but  so  thrust  forwards  that  its  beginning  stands 
nearly  over  the  imperfect  ends  of  names  which  occupy  the 
4th  and  5th  lines  of  the  same  fragment.  The  3rd  line  also 
probably  contained  a name,  the  whole  of  which  must  have 
preceded  the  writing  which  stands  under  the  name  Ra- 
neferkar.  The  fragment  cannot  then  have  stood  above  frag- 
ment 47  so  as  to  have  its  3rd,  4tli,  and  5th  lines  in  the  same 
lines  respectively  with  the  1st,  2nd,  and  3rd  of  fragment 
46  ; because  this  would  require  us  to  suppose  not  only  that 
its  2nd  line  with  the  name  Ra-neferkar  formed  part  of  a 
heading  prefixed  to  the  series  of  xvm  kings  (a  supposition 
of  itself  quite  admissible),  but  also  that  its  1st  line  belonged 
to  the  sum  of  181  years  subjoined  to  the  names  of  Manetlio’s 
Dyn.  XIII.  But  this  supposition  is  precluded  by  the  circum- 
stance that  in  the  1st  line  of  fragment  48  it  is  not  a series  of 
kings  but  one  king,  in  the  singular,  that  is  mentioned.  But 
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that  the  fragment  cannot  possibly  stand  where  Seyffarth  has 
placed  it  he  would  have  himself  perceived,  if  he  had  been 
able  to  read  ever  so  little  the  hieratic  writing,  which  he  put 
together  only  by  comparing  the  fibres  of  different  fragments, 
and  by  following  certain  other  external  indications.  For  the 
blank  edge  below  the  last  line  of  fragment  47  shows  plainly 
that  it  ended  a column ; and  above  the  blank  edge  there  arc 
only  the  last  five  lines  on  the  fragment  which  exhibit  im- 
perfect names  capable  of  being  completed,  the  first  two  lines 
containing  perfect  names.  So  when  Seyffarth  placed  the 
five  lines  of  fragment  48  opposite  to  the  last  five  of  fragment 

47,  the  perfect  name  Ra-neferkar,  in  the  2nd  line  of  fragment 

48,  was  made  to  stand  in  one  and  the  same  line  of  the  column 
with  another  imperfect  name  preceding  it,  namely  that  in 
the  4th  line  of  fragment  47.  Neither,  for  similar  reasons, 
can  fragment  48  be  attached  to  any  five  consecutive  lines 
of  fragments  59  and  60  which  form  the  head  of  the  next 
column,  and  contain  the  beginnings,  or  traces  of  the  begin- 
nings, of  the  remaining  names  of  the  series  of  xvni.  Nor, 
lastly,  will  it  unite  any  better  with  the  commencements  of 
names  of  the  next  following  series  on  fragment  61  in 
Column  VIII.  We  are  forced  therefore  to  set  it  aside  for 
the  present,  noticing  only  that  its  writing  seems  to  agree 
well  with  that  part  of  the  papyrus  at  which  we  now  are,  and 
that  there  is  enough  of  blank  edge  under  its  lowest  line  to 
suit  well  the  idea  that  it  stood  at  the  end  of  a column,  though 
certainly  not  in  conjunction  with  fragment  47,  at  the  end  of 
Column  VII. 

Passing  on  then  to  Column  VIII,  we  have  for  it,  first,  on 
fragment  59  (the  same  which  contains  the  figures  for  the 
first  5 reigns  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XIII),  6 commencements 
or  traces  of  commencements  of  names,  and  the  antenna;  of 
the  bee  which  preceded  the  seventh  name.  So  only  the  re- 
mainder of  this  seventh  bee,  and  one  more,  are  wanting  to 
complete  the  indication  of  the  xvm  names  of  the  series: 
and  this  is  very  probably  supplied  by  the  small  fragment. 
No.  69,  which  Seyffarth  has  here  attached.  That  fragment 
61,  which  in  its  first  line  names  the  sum  of  xvni  reigns, 
really  followed  in  this  place,  and  so  fixes  the  number  of  the 
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names  in  the  series  preceding,  is  proved  by  the  fact  that  it 
exhibits  the  continuation  of  the  figures  for  the  later  reigns 
and  the  sum  of  the  series  answering  to  Manetho’s  Dyn. 
XIII.  After  the  sum  of  “ xvm  kings,”  which  thus  is  in  the 
9th  line  of  Column  VIII,  there  follows  a rubric,  and  perhaps 
in  the  same  line  with  the  rubric  the  first  name  of  a fresh 
series,  which,  as  a matter  of  course  we  identify  with  that  of 
Manetho’s  Dyn.  XIV,  since  we  did  not  identify  with  it  the 
scries  of  xvm  kings  preceding,  and  since  the  next  frag- 
ments, Nos.  64  and  67,  belong  to  Manetho’s  Dynasty  XV. 
These  last-named  fragments  are  placed  by  Seyffarth  under 
fragment  61,  so  as  to  seem  to  continue  and  complete  the 
same  column  (his  Column  VI)  in  which  fragments  59,  60, 
and  61  have  preceded;  and  it  is  clear  from  the  blank  edge 
below  the  last  figures  in  fragment  67  that  this  fragment 
really  made  the  end  of  some  column.  But  with  Seyffarth’s 
arrangement,  having  already  in  fragments  59,  60,  and  61 
(7  + 1+9  = ) 17  lines,  and  not  less  than  9-J  inches,  we  are 
called  upon  to  add,  in  fragments  64  and  67,  8 lines  more 
and  at  least  4%  inches,  making  in  all  for  the  column  28 
lines,  which  are  certainly  too  many  in  this  part  of  the 
papyrus,  and  at  least  13’  inches  of  writing,  which  is  certainly 
too  much  for  any  part  of  the  papyrus.  It  is  clear  therefore 
that  fragments  64  and  67  must  be  moved  forward  by  one 
whole  column,  so  as  to  form  the  end  of  Column  IX.  And 
this  conclusion  is  confirmed  from  quite  another  source  when 
one  notices  that  by  Seyffurth’s  arrangement  the  papyrus 
would  have  contained  only  8 names  to  be  paralleled  with  the 
16  kings  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XIV.  For  on  fragment  61, 
after  the  sum  of  that  series  of  xvm  which  cannot  be  identi- 
fied with  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XIV,  there  are  only  8 lines 
more,  including  that  which  begins  with  a rubric ; and  if 
these  were  followed  immediately,  and  in  the  same  column,  by 
the  sum  partly  contained  in  the  first  line  of  fragment  64,  and 
in  the  heading  to  Dyn.  XV  of  Manetho  (XII  of  Ptolemy),  it 
is  plain  that  there  can  have  intervened  no  more  than  8 
kings;  whereas  we  can  neither  suppose  that  the  papyrus 
omitted  so  numerous  and  in  some  respects  so  important  a 
line  as  that  of  the  earliest  Diospolitcs ; nor,  if  it  inserted 
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those  kings,  that  it  gave  to  them  fewer  names  than  Manctho, 
and  fewer  even  than  the  Karnak  Chamber,  where  they  are 
represented  by  13  cartouches.  But,  after  having  put  for- 
ward fragments  64  and  67  to  stand  at  the  foot  of  the  next 
column,  we  are  in  no  such  difficulty.  On  the  contrary, 
we  have  8 (or,  it  may  be,  only  7)  names  in  fragment  61, 
with  5 more  to  be  sought  for,  in  order  to  complete  the 
column,  on  some  other  fragment:  and  this  we  may  now 
conjecture  to  be  fragment  48,  which  we  were  forced  before 
to  leave  unplaced.  And  again,  in  Column  IX,  we  must 
reckon  as  many  as  16  names  (or,  it  may  be,  fewer)  before 
coming  to  the  8 lines  contained  in  fragments  64  and  67, 
which  certainly  joined  on  the  one  to  the  other,  and  ended 
a column.  So  the  papyrus  may  have  contained  as  many 
as  (8  + 5 + 15  or  7 + 5 + 16  = ) 28,  or,  it  may  be,  only  27 
names  to  be  paralleled  with  the  xvi  of  Manetho’s  Dyn. 
XIY  (XI  of  Ptolemy),  whether  this  greater  number  of 
names  were  all  exhibited  together  as  of  one  lineage,  or 
broken  up  into  two  or  more  groups  or  lines. 

Seyffarth  himself  by  attaching  the  two  small  united  frag- 
ments 62  nnd  63  to  the  7th  and  8th  lines  of  fragment  61, 
has  identified  clearly  enough,  though  unconsciously,  the  kings 
of  fragment  61  with  those  of  Manctho’s  Dyn.  XIV:  for 
thus  the  name  Ra-neb-hher  and  the  half  name  Ra-tses  . . 
which  stand  on  fragment  63,  become  the  6th  and  7th  kings 
of  fragment  61.  And  the  first  name  of  the  two,  Ra-neb- 
hher,  is  one  of  great  note ; so  much  so,  that  in  the  monu- 
mental list  of  the  Ramesseum,  and  elsewhere  at  Thebes,  it 
is  the  only  name  interposed  as  a link  between  Menes  and 
Amosis  the  head  of  Dyn.  XVIII.  But  this  name  stands 
ninth  of  the  thirteen  names  which  represent  Manetho’s  Dyn. 
XIV  in  the  Karnak  Chamber;  and  it  is  connected  with  the 
same  dynasty  of  the  local  Diospolites  by  the  papyrus  Abbott 
mentioned  above  (at  p.  386).  The  imperfect  name  Ra- 
ises . . , which  follows  Ra-neb-khcr  on  fragment  62,  is 
also  probably  identifiable  with  Ra-tseser-en,  the  11th  name 
of  the  xiii  Diospolites,  which  stands  next  but  one  after 
Ra-neb-hher  in  the  Karnak  Chamber.  But  it  is  difficult  to 
understand  how  the  name  of  Ra-neb-hher  could  be  given  as 
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tlic  sixth  of  liis  line  or  dynasty  in  the  papyrus ; unless  indeed 
Manetho  in  his  Dyn.  XIV  has  united  two  or  more  distinct 
families,  which  may  have  held  the  local  royalty  between  them, 
and  which  may  have  been  presented  separately  in  the  pa- 
pyrus : and,  if  this  were  so,  it  is  conceivable  that  the  family 
to  which  Iia-neb-kher  (Mentuhotep  III.  or  IV.)  belonged 
may  have  been  taken  first,  before  that  of  the  Nantefs,  for 
some  reason  unknown  to  us,  perhaps  on  account  of  some 
connection  with  the  preceding  series  of  the  Nephercheres 
family.  And  it  is  observable  that  the  name  Ra-neb-kher  in 
the  Karnak  Chamber  is  preceded  by  a name  which  reads 
Sneferkar.  But  very  possibly  the  small  fragments  62  and  63 
have  been  improperly  attached  by  Seyffartk  to  fragment  61, 
and  their  true  connection  was  with  some  other  fragment 
now  lost,  which  formed  part  of  this  same  series,  but  stood 
perhaps  near  the  head  of  the  next  column.  For  though 
fragment  63  seems  to  fit  exactly  to  fragment  61,  so  that  the 
bee  preceding  the  name  Ra-neb-kher  is  made  up  in  part 
from  both,  this  tallying  of  the  fragments  may  be  deceptive. 
And  if  we  look  up  to  the  preceding  line,  we  see  that  there 
the  bee  on  fragment  62  is  in  contact  not  with  a sprig,  as  it 
ought  to  be,  but  with  a number  of  “ 6 years,”  and  a hooked 
line  inclosing  it  and  running  in  from  the  corresponding  line 
of  Column  VII  and  thrusting  back  a little  the  commence- 
ment of  the  5th  name  of  that  series  which  is  now  under  dis- 
cussion. Wilkinson  has  remarked  the  necessity  of  making 
room  between  the  sign  of  the  number  “ six  ” on  fragment 
61  and  the  bee  on  fragment  62  for  the  sprig  which  invaria- 
bly precedes  the  bee.  But  if  fragment  62  be  moved,  as 
he  suggests,  a little  to  the  left,  fragment  63,  which  coheres 
and  stands  directly  under  it,  will  move  too ; and  so  that 
agreement  by  which  the  bee  preceding  the  name  Ra-neb- 
kher  was  put  together  will  no  longer  exist 

But  leaving  it  uncertain  to  what  precise  place  in  Column 
VIII  or  in  Column  IX  the  two  small  fragments  62  and  63 
are  to  be  transposed,  if  they  are  to  be  transposed,  and  turn- 
ing our  attention  to  Column  IX,  we  have  already  for  its  end 
in  fragments  64  and  67  six  lines,  belonging  to  the  first  six 
reigns  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XV  (XII  of  Ptolemy),  besides 
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a line  of  heading,  and  another  line  giving  a sum  of  “ 243 
years”  for  the  preceding  series.  It  may  seem  then  that  we 
have  only  to  fill  up  in  our  reckoning  the  earlier  part  of  the 
column  with  some  16  lines  (of  which  those  on  fragments  62 
and  63  may  or  may  not  he  four)  and  we  shall  have  as  many 
as  14+  16  = 30  names  for  that  whole  series  which  is  followed 
by  the  sum  of  243  years.  But  this  sum  does  not  seem  to  suit 
for  so  great  a number  of  kings,  when  we  have  had  not  far 
back  in  Column  VII  to  a line  of  10  kings  181  years,  and 
shall  find  a little  further  on,  in  Column  X,  for  the  8 kings  of 
Manetho’s  Dyn.  XV  a sum  of  213  years.  It  is  probable, 
then,  that  the  papyrus  here  had  not  one  series  only  to  con- 
tain all  the  names,  but  rather  two.  And  this  inference  is 
strengthened  by  the  existence  of  a fragment.  No.  44,  which 
has  upon  it  in  a space  of  inches  traces  of  5 lines  of 
writing  occupying  perhaps  originally  the  space  between 
two  columns,  and  not  necessarily  all  of  them  interrupting 
the  succession  of  names.  The  first  line  at  the  top,  which  is 
really  a separate  fragment,  has  something  referring  to  a 
“ king  or  reign  ; ” the  second  exhibits  after  a number  “6” 
something  like  another  larger  number,  and  again  a “ 6 ; ” and 
then  the  usual  initial  sign  for  a sum,  in  red,  followed  by  a 
sum  of  [at  least  one]  “ hundred.”  This  sum  we  shall  fill  up 
conjecturally  to  “ 1[24  kings],”  the  grounds  for  which  will 
appear  below.  The  next  line,  that  following  the  rubric, 
has  the  name  of  Menes,  from  whom  apparently  the  sum  of 
one  hundred  or  more  kings  mentioned  above  was  reckoned. 
And  in  the  4th  line  of  the  fragment  (the  5th  being  a mere 
trace)  there  is  again  a sum  of  355  years  and  ten  days.  This 
sum  of  years,  however,  cannot  be  connected  either  with  the 
sum  of  100  or  more  [kings]  in  the  line  next  but  one  above, 
or  with  the  name  of  Menes ; but  it  must  belong  to  some 
suitable  number  of  kings  which  stood,  no  doubt,  uncon- 
nected with  the  name  of  Menes  but  after  it  in  the  line 
immediately  preceding.  And  this  number,  if  there  were  30 
names,  and  we  divide  them  in  the  proportions  of  355  to  243, 
would  seem  to  have  been  about  20.  Since,  however,  it  is 
probable  that  two  lines,  of  a sum  and  a heading,  at  least, 
identifiable  with  the  4th  and  5th  of  those  contained  on 
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fragment  44,  or  indicated  by  it,  would  interrupt  the  con- 
tinuity of  the  names  in  Column  IX,  we  must  reduce  the 
number  of  names  allowable  to  the  earlier  part  of  this  column 
from  16  to  14  ; so  that  the  whole  number  of  the  two  groups 
taken  together  instead  of  30  may  be  28,  of  which  about  17 
should  belong  to  the  sum  of  355  years,  and  1 1 to  the  sum 
of  243.  And,  even  thus,  we  shall  be  already  giving  to 
Column  IX(14  + 2 + 8 = ) 24  lines  without  any  such  distinct 
indications  to  warrant  it  as  will  justify  us  in  substituting 
the  average  number  of  24  for  that  of  23  lines  in  all  the 
remaining  columns.  But  whether  28,  or  only  27,  or  26, 
wore  the  true  number,  having  guessed  28,  and  of  these  28 
having  made  17  to  precede  the  sum  of  355  years,  if  we  seek 
the  sum  of  all  the  kings  whom  we  have  reckoned  to  the 
papyrus  from  Mencs  to  this  sum  of  355  years,  we  shall  find 
it  to  be  in  seven  different  columns  12  + 23  + 23  + 21  +20  + 
22 + 3,  or  in  seven  distinct  groups  27  + 12  + 22  + 18  + 10  + 
18  + 17,  making  124  ; and  it  is  upon  this  ground  that  we  have 
restored  conjecturally  and  approximatively  in  fragment  44  the 
number  124,  though  neither  decads  nor  units  remain,  and 
that  part  of  a numeral  sign  which  does  remain  would  do 
as  well  for  two  or  three  hundreds  as  for  one.  That  group  in 
the  papyrus  which  has  the  sum  of  355  years,  if  it  had  also  16 
or  U'kings,  would  seem  to  be  the  natural  representative  of 
Manctho’s  Dyn,  XIV ; and  the  years  are  not  quite  so  many 
as  might  have  been  given  by  estimate  to  xvi  kings.  At 
the  average  of  24 ^ years  used  for  technical  reckoning  by 
the  Old  Chronicle  and  by  Eratosthenes  there  might  have 
been  as  many  as  400.  But  it  is  not  unlikely  that  the  whole 
number  of  28  or  26  names,  forming  this  and  the  next  follow- 
ing series  in  the  papyrus,  are  together  to  be  identified  with 
ihc  first  Diospolite  dynasty  (Dyn.  XIV)  of  Manetho,  who 
did  not  make  the  most  either  of  the  dynasties  or  of  the 
kings,  or  of  the  years  of  the  kings,  for  Upper  Egypt. 

In  Dyn.  XV,  which  forms  as  it  were  a central  point  in 
the  papyrus,  we  have  an  instance,  and  so  far  as  appears  it  is 
the  only  instance,  of  a complete  agreement  for  a whole  dynasty 
with  the  number  and  order  of  Manetho.  It  is  only  in  the 
vears  that  there  is  a difference,  and  in  the  sum  of  the 
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dynasty,  which  Manetho  seems  at  first  sight  to  have  cur- 
tailed to  160,  while  the  papyrus  states  it  at  213  years.  But 
with  certain  explanations,  which  have  been  made  elsewhere, 
the  accounts  given  by  the  monuments,  by  the  papyrus,  by 
Manetho,  and  by  Eratosthenes,  for  this  dynasty,  all  agree 
very  well.  Nor  is  it  difficult  to  see  that  the  sum  of  213 
years  (though  these  are  not  all  successive)  might  very  well 
be  made  out  by  the  figures  given  in  the  papyrus  to  the  eight 
reigns,  if  they  had  been  all  preserved.  Even  as  it  is,  those 
decads  of  years  which  are  lost  or  doubtful  in  the  papyrus 
may  be  restored  with  something  like  certainty  by  the  help 
of  the  monuments  and  the  lists  of  Manetho  and  Erato- 
sthenes, and  the  units  too,  all  but  one,  which  the  loss  of  the 
odd  months  and  days  may  in  some  cases  render  uncertain. 
Of  the  first  six  mines  the  first,  Ra-s-hutep-hct,  is  the  only 
one  which  appears  on  fragment  64  ; but  there  is  just  enough 
remaining  of  the  last  element  in  the  throne-name  of  his 
successor  Sesortasen  I.  to  enable  one  to  recognise  it ; and 
though  fragment  67  has  only  the  figures  of  the  next  four 
reigns,  the  names  themselves  are  not  perhaps  all  absent  from 
the  existing  fragments  of  the  papyrus.  The  ends  of  two 

of  them,  at  least,  Ra-khakaru  and  Ra-en-ma  (the  throne- 

names  of  Sesortasen  III.  and  Amenemhc  III.),  seem  to  be 
preserved  on  fragment  75  of  Seyffarth  attached  to  No.  87, 
and  may  be  restored  to  their  true  place  over  against  their 

figures  in  the  last  two  lines  of  fragment  67.  But  this  recovery 

of  the  names  where  the  kings  and  reigns  are  so  completely 
identified  is  of  no  importance.  The  last  two  names  and  the 
sum  of  Dyn.  NV  in  years,  months,  and  days,  all  preserved 
and  legible,  take  us  to  the  third  line  of  Column  X. 

But,  before  continuing  with  the  tenth  and  other  remain- 
ing columns,  if  we  pause,  and  recapitulate  at  the  point  at 
which  we  now  are,  viz.  at  the  end  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XV, 
(XII  of  Ptolemy  and  Africanus,)  the  results  hitherto  arrived 
at  are  these  : — We  have  found  that,  after  at  least  two  columns 
of  names  of  greater  or  lesser  deities,  and  1 1 lines  of  a third 
containing  sums  and  figures,  there  were  probably  as  many  as 
(12  + 22  + 23  + 22  = ) 79  names  of  Tanitcs,  Memphites,  and 
lleliopolitans  answering  to  (8  + 9 + 9 + 8 + 9 = ) 43  names 
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of  Manetho’s  lists  down  to  the  end  of  his  Dyn.  XII  (V  of 
Ptolemy),  or  (79  + 10  = ) 89,  answering  to  the  (43  + 6 = )49 
names  of  Manetho’s  six  early  dynasties  of  Lower  Egypt 
down  to  the  end  of  his  Dyn.  XIII  (VI  of  Ptolemy);  or, 
lastly,  (89  + 18  + 28  + 8 = ) 143,  answering  to  the  (49  + 16  +- 
8 = ) 73  kings  reckoned  by  Manctho  to  the  end  of  his  Dyn. 
XV  (XII  of  Ptolemy).  So  that  hitherto  the  papyrus  has 
had  upon  the  Tanite  and  the  double  Memphite  and  the  II  e- 
liopolitan  connections  an  excess  of  about  40  names,  and 
upon  the  Diospolites  of  Manctlio’s  Dynasties  XIV  and  XV, 
and  kings  of  other  lines  of  Central  or  Upper  Egypt  omitted 
by  him,  but  all  no  doubt  of  similar  origin  and  connection 
with  the  Memphites  of  Dynasty  XIII,  a further  excess 
of  30  names  at  the  most,  or  of  27  at  the  least. 

Hitherto  at  least  we  have  been  following  in  the  papyrus 
a succession  of  dynasties  or  groups  distinguished  one  from 
another  cither  by  a sum  followed  by  a fresh  heading,  or  by 
a sum  followed  only  by  an  initial  rubric  to  the  next  name, 
or  merely  by  an  initial  rubric,  without  any  sum  or  fresh 
heading ; and  the  dynasties  or  groups  thus  distinguished  in 
the  papyrus  one  from  another  have  identified  themselves  at 
a number  of  points  with  the  first  eight  dynasties  of  Ma- 
netho’s kings,  and  have  presented  themselves  in  the  same 
order,  though  they  have  exhibited  at  the  same  time  great 
discrepancies  both  in  the  number  of  the  kings  given  to 
particular  groups,  and  in  the  length  of  the  reigns,  and  those 
discrepancies  not  every  where  alike  nor  in  a like  proportion. 
For  in  one  instance  at  least  the  papyrus  seems  to  have  a 
whole  dynasty  of  xvm  names  omitted  by  Manctho ; in 
another,  viz.  Dyn.  XII  (V  of  Ptolemy),  it  has  twice  as 
many  names  as  Manetho;  in  others,  as  in  Dynasties  VIII, 
IX,  and  X (I,  II,  and  III  of  Ptolemy),  it  seems  to  have 
had  more  names  by  nearly  one  third,  but  with  a much 
shorter  average  length  to  the  reigns.  In  another  group, 
again,  that  of  Dyn.  XIII  (VI  of  Ptolemy),  it  agrees  exactly 
both  in  the  number  and  the  order  of  its  names  or  reigns  with 
Manctho,  so  far  as  Manetho  goes;  but  it  appends  after  Ma- 
netho’s six  reigns  a group  of  four  more  short  reigns  which 
Manetho  omits.  A series  of  16  kings,  which  in  Manetho’s 
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lists  appears  as  the  first  of  the  dynasties  of  Upper  Egypt, 
seems  in  the  papyrus  to  have  above  a third  more  names,  and 
to  be  divided  into  two  groups  or  families  ; and,  lastly,  in  one 
other  dynasty  (Dyn.  XV)  of  Upper  Egypt,  it  agrees  exactly 
in  the  number  and  order  of  its  names,  and  makes  no  addition 
to  them,  but  instead  of  having  its  reigns  shorter  than  those 
of  Manetho  it  has  them  longer,  and  gives  at  full  those  years 
of  the  dynasty  which  in  Manetho’s  lists  are  either  suppressed 
or  misplaced. 

But  immediately  after  this  last-named  Dynasty  XV  the 
character  of  the  hieratic  list  undergoes  a great  change.  The 
writing  itself  becomes  at  once  somewhat  closer  and  smaller, 
so  that  there  are  more  lines  in  a column  than  before ; and,  as 
we  get  nearer  to  the  end,  it  becomes  smaller  and  closer  still ; 
as  if  the  writer  were  either  tired  of  copying  unimportant 
names,  or  was  compressing  them  so  as  to  bring  them  all  into 
a certain  number  of  columns.  As  regards  the  contents  of 
these  later  columns  the  difference  is  still  more  remarkable. 
A vast  number  of  kings,  all  seemingly,  or  all  but  a very 
few,  of  one  and  the  same  lineage  and  connection,  with  a 
certain  family  resemblance  running  through  their  names,  arc 
registered  in  one  continuous  series,  without  nny  trace  of 
sums  or  headings  or  even  of  initial  rubrics  to  divide  them 
into  separate  groups  or  families.  This  multitude  of  kings, 
exactly  equal  perhaps  in  number  to  all  those  of  the  preceding 
dynasties  of  the  papyrus  put  together,  and  equal,  within  3,  to 
twice  the  number  contained  in  the  corresponding  dynasties  of 
Manetho’s  lists,  are  nevertheless  all  referable  to  one,  and  to 
one  only,  of  Manetho’s  dynasties,  viz.  Dyn.  XVI  (XIV  of 
Ptolemy),  which  follows  next  in  order  after  Dyn.  XV  (XII 
of  Ptolemy).  And  here  the  papyrus  becomes  very  service- 
able in  attesting  the  true  historical  character,  and  in  illus- 
trating the  peculiarities,  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XVI.  And  the 
peculiarities  of  the  papyrus  itself  are  in  turn  illustrated,  and 
any  sinister  suspicion  obviated,  by  Dyn.  XVI  of  Manetho’s 
lists,  and  by  the  monuments,  more  especially  by  the  Karnak 
Chamber. 

As  regards  Dyn.  XVI  of  Manetho,  — if  we  had  nothing 
before  us  but  its  bare  heading,  giving  a number  of  76  or  36 
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kings,  all  anonymous,  in  184  years,  most  readers  would  at 
once  suspect  an  error  in  the  text ; or,  if  more  cautious,  they 
would  argue,  and  reasonably,  that  Manetho  in  this  instance 
must  be  supposed  to  have  compressed  a number  of  petty 
lines  or  dynasties  into  one.  The  Karnak  Chamber  erected 
by  Thothmes  III.  throws  some  light  on  this  subject  by 
exhibiting  in  one  half  of  its  whole  design,  that  to  the  left  of 
the  spectator,  a compendious  representation  of  four  lines  of 
kings  answering  to  Dynasties  X,  XIII,  XIV,  and  XV  of 
Manetho,  while  in  the  other  half,  that  to  our  right,  it  has  a 
group  of  xxx  cartouches  equal  in  number,  all  but  two,  to 
the  whole  corresponding  group  to  our  left;  and  yet  these,  all 
together,  are  referable  to  one  and  to  one  only  of  Manetho’s 
dynasties,  viz.  his  Dyn.  XVI.  The  Turin  papyrus,  again, 
illustrates  both  the  lists  of  Manetho  and  the  arrangement  of 
the  Karnak  Chamber,  by  exhibiting  the  same  group  of  kings, 
that  namely  which  comes  next  in  order  after  Dyn.  XV,  as 
vastly  exceeding  in  number  any  one  of  the  dynasties  preced- 
ing, indeed  as  occupying  an  equal  space  in  its  columns  with 
them  all,  just  as  the  same  group  occupies  one  full  half  of  the 
Thothmes  Chamber,  corresponding  symmetrically  to  the 
aggregate  of  the  preceding  dynasties  on  the  other.  But  the 
papyrus  does  more  than  this ; it  shows  that,  however  as- 
tonishing it  may  be  to  find  in  Manetho’s  lists  36  or  even 
76  kings  grouped  together,  as  if  in  one  dynasty,  and  how- 
ever anomalous  this  may  appear,  even  after  we  have  con- 
cluded that  here  is  in  fact  a whole  group  of  petty  dynasties 
in  one,  the  number  of  kings  exhibited  by  the  Karnak  Cham- 
ber, and  indicated  by  Manetho,  is  so  far  from  being  fictitious, 
or  from  being  exaggerated,  that  it  is  actually  only  a selec- 
tion of  the  more  important  branches  from  a multitude  far 
greater  still. 

As  regards  the  papyrus  itself,  — if  we  had  it  alone,  we 
might  have  been  tempted  to  suppose  that  this  host  of  names, 
all  of  one  group,  in  its  later  columns,  and  even  others  per- 
haps in  its  earlier,  were  fictitious  and  unliistorical.  But  the 
group  of  xxx  cartouches  occupying  one  full  half  of  the 
Karnak  Chamber  and  plainly  of  this  same  lineage  (for  some 
of  them  arc  identifiable  in  the  fragments  of  the  papyrus). 
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agrees  with  the  text  of  Manetho’s  lists  in  introducing  in  one 
group  a number  of  kings  altogether  anomalous,  and  indeed 
incredible,  if  one  thinks  of  a single  succession.  But  when 
once  this  misconception  is  removed,  and  it  is  understood 
that  during  a certnin  time,  and  in  certain  localities  of  Upper 
Egypt  and  Nubia,  kings  were  extremely  numerous,  there  is 
nothing  more  wonderful  in  a list  of  143  or  162  than  in  one 
of  76,  36,  or  30  names. 

Particular  monuments,  too,  throw  light  on  the  composition 
of  this  group,  both  in  the  papyrus,  and  also  in  the  Karnak 
Chamber,  and  in  the  lists  of  Manetbo.  For  in  one  or  two 
instances  kings  whose  names  occur  either  on  the  right  side 
of  the  Karnak  Chamber  or  in  the  later  columns  of  the  Turin 
papyrus,  or  both  in  the  Karnak  Chamber  and  in  the  papyrus, 
have  been  found  named  on  contemporary  monuments  or  in 
inscriptions  together  with  other  members  of  their  family, 
their  fathers,  their  mothers,  their  wives,  their  sons,  and  their 
daughters.  And  in  the  instances  alluded  to  (of  which  a 
more  detailed  account  has  been  given  above  at  p.  398),  the 
father  of  the  king  is  not  distinguished  by  any  royal  title. 
And  yet  in  the  Karnak  Chamber  and  in  the  columns  of  the 
papyrus  those  kings  whose  fathers  were  not  kings  have  no 
accompanying  sign  to  show  that  they  were  themselves  each 
the  first  of  a line.  There  is  neither  sum  nor  heading  before 
them,  nor  are  their  names  commenced  in  red,  like  that  of 
Soris  in  Column  V.  Hence  it  is  plain  that  what  looks  in 
the  papyrus  like  one  vast  group  or  succession,  is  in  truth  a 
mere  congeries  of  an  unknown  number  of  petty  contem- 
porary lines,  which  we  have  no  data  for  distinguishing  one 
from  another,  nor  for  ascertaining  how  many  or  how  few 
names  followed  one  another  in  each  of  them  in  succession. 
Hence,  too,  one  readily  understands  that,  when  the  royal 
title  was  so  multiplied,  it  would  be  natural  in  most  cases  to 
exhibit  a selection  and  abridgment  rather  than  a full  enu- 
meration ; and  the  greater  importance  or  longer  continu- 
ance distinguishing  some  of  these  petty  lines  from  others 
would  naturally  be  the  guiding  principle  in  making  the 
selection.  And  this  prodigious  development  of  royalty  in 
Upper  Egypt  and  Nubia  between  the  date  of  the  conquest 
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and  organisation  of  Nubia  by  Sesortascn  I.  and  the  com* 
menccmect  of  Dyn.  XVIII,  together  with  the  knowledge 
that  in  early  times  local  kings  were  numerous  in  all  the 
neighbouring  countries,  suggests  perhaps  the  most  pro- 
bable explanation  of  that  number  of  kings,  small  indeed 
by  comparison,  but  still  great,  by  which  the  earlier  groups 
also  of  the  papyrus,  or  most  of  them,  exceed  the  correspond- 
ing dynasties  of  Manetho’s  lists. 

Of  the  fragments  still  remaining  after  Nos.  64  and  67, 
which  exhibit  the  first  six  reigns  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XV, 
and  complete  Column  VI  of  Seyffarth,  our  own  Column  XI, 
Seyffarth  has  made  six  more  columns,  calculating  that  the 
papyrus  had  twelve  columns  in  all,  with  a length  of  about 
six  feet.  And  those  peculiarities  of  the  writing  which  have 
been  already  mentioned  suffice  to  show  that  all,  or  very 
nearly  all,  the  fragments  of  which  we  are  now  speaking 
must  really  have  belonged  to  the  later  columns.  But  as 
regards  the  number  of  the  columns,  we  are  forced  to  con- 
clude that  in  these  fragments  there  are  the  remains  of  at 
least  seven.  So  instead  of  twelve  we  shall  make  in  all  six- 
teen complete  columns,  and  the  last  seven  of  them  with  24 
lines  of  writing  to  each.  For  whereas  fragments  72,  72  a, 
81,  97,  and  98  unite  all  together  at  top  into  one  continu- 
ous surface,  so  that  they  may  be  called  one  great  fragment, 
containing  the  upper  parts  of  three  consecutive  columns, 
viz.  the  first  13  lines  of  our  Column  X,  in  6 1 inches,  the  first 
9 lines  of  Column  XI,  in  4 l inches,  and  the  first  14  lines  of 
Column  XII,  in  7 inches,  Seyffarth  has  placed  under  the  13 
lines  of  Column  X (his  VII)  the  connected  fragments  76,  78, 
and  79,  with  14  more  lines,  in  6 jj-  inches,  so  that  the  column 
has  in  all  27  lines  and  a length  of  at  least  13$  inches  of 
writing  (and  it  is  to  the  writing  alone  that  all  our  measure- 
ments refer).  But  this  is  certainly  too  much.  And,  ngain, 
under  the  14  lines  of  Column  XII  (his  IX)  he  has  placed 
fragment  101  with  13  lines  more  of  writing,  in  6*  inches,  so 
that  this  column  also  seems  to  contain  27  lines,  with  a length 
of  14J  inches;  which  is  again  too  much.  The  long  frag- 
ments therefore  with  which  he  has  completed  Columns  X and 
XII  (his  VII  and  IX)  must  be  displaced  and  moved  forward 
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to  make  parts  of  gome  two  other  columns  beyond  Column 
XII.  And  as  they  have  no  blank  edge  to  show  that  they 
either  began  or  ended  the  columns  to  which  they  belonged,  we 
shall  go  merely  on  the  fact  that  the  greater  number  of  the 
fragments  presented,  and  the  largest  of  them,  are  from  the 
upper  part  of  the  papyrus,  when  we  make  of  them  the  com- 
mencements of  our  next  two  columns,  XIII  and  XIV.  After 
these  necessary  changes,  as  there  is  nothing  to  indicate  the 
true  order  of  the  names,  and  the  great  bulk  of  tliem  seem 
to  be  all  of  one  and  the  same  connection,  we  shall  fill  in  the 
vacant  space  on  the  five  columns  numbered  X to  XIV  in- 
clusively with  such  of  the  fragments  still  unplaced  as  suit 
best  the  number  of  lines  wanted,  adhering  as  closely  .as 
possible  to  the  order  in  which  they  are  numbered  by 
Seyffarth.  And  when  this  is  done,  there  will  still  remain 
fragments  enough  to  complete  two  more  columns,  XV  and 
XVI,  and  even  to  begin  a seventeenth,  in  apportioning  which 
we  shall  reserve  to  the  last  certain  fragments  numbered  by 
Seyffarth  152,  150,  123,  and  112,  because  the  names  on  all 
these  show  signs  of  their  belonging  to  some  different  con- 
nection. One  small  fragment,  No.  141,  on  which  M.  Brugsch 
has  distinguished  the  name  of  the  god  Ra,  we  have  in 
consequence  transposed  from  the  head  of  Seyffarth’s  last 
column,  XII,  to  stand  at  the  head  of  our  own  Column  I.  But 
after  having  thus  postponed  or  withdrawn  10  beginnings  of 
names  represented  by  fragments  152  and  150,  and  5 repre- 
sented by  fragment  112,  and  2 indicated  by  fragment  141, 
there  still  remain  traces  of  no  fewer  than  126  beginnings  of 
names  (without  reckoning  separately  fragments  of  endings) 
which  might  all  have  belonged  to  one  and  the  same  con- 
nection. And  we  suppose  that  these  126  beginnings  of 
names  still  preserved  imply  the  existence  of  about  26  more 
now  lost,  which  might  belong  to  the  same  group,  making  for 
it  152  in  all,  or  perhaps  only  143,  if  6 beginnings  be  given  to 
the  6 endings  on  fragment  123,  and  if  the  16  names  then 
represented  by  fragments  152,  150,  and  123  are  still  2 or  3 
short  of  the  whole  number  of  that  connection. 

As  regards  the  multitudinous  group  which  commences 
after  the  names  of  Dyn.  XV,  after  an  intervening  sum 
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and  a heading,  in  the  5th  line  of  Column  X,  and  which  we 
have  already  connected  with  the  right  side  of  the  Karnak 
Chamber  and  with  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XVI,  the  first  thing  to 
be  noticed  is  this,  that  the  throne-name  of  Amenemhe  I. 
f Ra-s-hotep-htt),  the  first  king  of  Dyn.  XV,  appears  in  the 
heading  prefixed  to  this  group,  as  if  he  were  also  its  founder, 
for  the  ancestor  of  its  royal  lines:  for  in  the  heading  the 
words  “ kings  after  Ra-s-hotep-het"  are  still  very  distinctly 
legible.  Xor  is  this  the  only  sign  that  the  whole  group 
of  Dyn.  XVI  traced  their  descent  from  Amenemhe  I. 
and  Sesortasen  I.,  perhaps  from  some  daughter  of  one  of 
those  kings,  whose  husband  may  have  held  command  in 
the  South  country  after  the  first  organisation  of  Nubia. 
For  in  the  list  itself  which  follows  in  Column  X (VII  of 
Seyfi'arth)  of  the  papyrus,  the  third  and  fourth  kings  take 
respectively  the  family  name  of  Amenemhe  I.  “Amenemhe,” 
with  an  initial  Ra,  and  his  throne-name  Ras-hotep-het,  as 
their  distinct  personal  names ; and  the  eighth  king,  again, 
takes  the  tlirone-name  Ra-s-hotep-het.  These  indications 
are  the  more  valuable,  because  Manetho  has  obscured  the 
true  origin  and  duration  of  his  Dyn.  XVI  by  assigning  to 
it  a period  of  184  years  which  historically  belongs  only  to 
the  supremacy  of  the  Shepherds  as  reckoned  from  their  cap- 
ture of  Memphis  to  their  overthrow  by  Amosis. 

Next,  one  may  notice  among  the  names  certain  indications 
of  the  region  with  which  these  kings  were  connected.  Not 
only  do  the  names  Seveh-hotep  and  Nefer-hotep,  or  throne- 
names  known  to  have  been  joined  with  one  or  other  of  these 
two  family  names,  identify  the  group  with  that  on  our  right 
in  the  Karnak  Chamber,  and  with  monumental  traces  in 
Lower  and  Upper  Nubia, — the  statue  of  one  Sevekhotep 
having  been  found  in  the  isle  of  Argo,  and  inscriptions  with 
the  names  of  others  at  Semneh,  and  near  the  first  cataract 
(as  those  mentioned  above  at  p.  398),— but  the  composition 
and  meaning  of  some  of  the  names  themselves  distinctly 
allude  to  their  geographical  connection.  Thus  the  meaning 
of  one  name,  Ra-Nahasi,  is  literally  “King  of  the  Blacks ” or 
“ King  of  the  Negroes ,”  reminding  us  of  one  of  the  Sebck- 
hoteps  who  may  still  be  seen  painted  black  on  an  altar  in  the 
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Museum  at  Leyden,  and  of  the  famous  black  queen  of 
Amosis,  Ahnies  Nofriari.  Another  name  again  has  attached 
to  it  the  remarkable  title  “ Commandant,"  or  “ Captain  of 
the  Soldiers ,”  which  is  doubly  illustrative,  both  of  the  great 
multiplication  of  the  royal  title,  and  of  the  locality ; since 
we  find  in  an  inscription  of  the  3rd  year  of  lla-kherp  or 
khem-khouteti,  Sevekhotep,  at  the  Kilometer  at  Semneh  in 
Nubia,  this  chronological  notice  added,  “ when  Renseneb  was 
Commandant  of  the  Soldiers  on  the  ...  in  the  station  of 
Chemou  of  [i.  e.  the  fortress  founded  by]  the  late  king\Ra- 
hha-karu  (Sesortasen  III.).”  Indeed  it  is  by  no  {means 
unlikely  that  on  one  of  the  fragments  of  the  papyrus  we 
have  the  latter  part  of  the  name  of  this  very  Renseneb,  who 
was  commandant  of  the  garrison  in  the  time  of  Ra-kherp- 
khouteti  Sevekhotep,  as  a king. 

As  regards  the  hope  naturally  arising  that  the  papyrus 
may  throw  light  on  the  order  of  the  names  standing  to  our 
right  hand  in  the  Kamak  Chamber,  this  is  certainly  dis- 
appointed. But  the  disappointment  is  not  hard  to  account 
for.  For  since  out  of  the  30  names,  which  once  stood  to  the 
right  of  the  spectator  in  the  Kamak  Chamber,  only  17  have 
been  perfectly  and  4 others  partially  preserved,  while  of 
the  143  names  or  thereabout  once  belonging  to  the  corre- 
sponding group  in  the  papyrus  only  46  are  now  completely 
legible  and  26  others  partially,  being  less  all  together  than 
half,  it  follows  of  course  that  any  particular  names  legible 
on  fragments  of  the  papyrus  may  have  belonged  to  the 
Karnak  Chamber  though  they  are  now  absent  from  it,  and,  vice 
versd,  that  other  names  still  preserved  in  the  Karnak  Cham- 
ber may  have  belonged  originally  to  the  papyrus  though 
they  cannot  now  be  read  on  any  of  the  fragments  preserved. 
For  the  same  cause  it  is  uncertain  whether  any  of  the 
names  of  this  group  which  have  been  found  on  scarabtei  or  on 
other  contemporary  monuments  were  of  the  number  of  those 
less  important  kings  who  obtained  no  place  in  the  Kamak 
Chamber,  though  they  were  all  enumerated  in  the  columns  of 
the  hieratic  papyri.  This  question  will  then  only  be  re- 
solved with  certainty  when  the  number  of  known  monu- 
mental names  of  this  group  not  now  visible  in  the  Kamak 
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Chamber,  shall  be  so  increased  as  to  exceed  the  eleven  blank 
or  nearly  blank  cartouches  in  which  all  hitherto  discovered 
may  well  have  been  contained.  And  for  the  order  of  the 
names,  though  we  have  in  the  upper  parts  of  Column  X,  XI, 
and  XII  of  the  papyrus  as  many  as  29  names  preserved  in 
their  original  order,  so  that  if  there  be  among  them  three  or 
four  names  occurring  also  in  the  Karnak  Chamber  (and 
there  do  seem  to  be  three),  they  might  have  been  expected 
to  help  somewhat  towards  ascertaining  the  order  of  its  series, 
still,  this  expectation  must  cease  when  one  reflects,  first,  that 
if  the  right  side  of  the  Karnak  Chamber  contains  four  or 
more  Nubian  lines  arranged  after  the  same  method  as 
those  four  lines  which  are  on  the  left  side,  it  is  clearly 
impossible  to  make  out  their  order  beyond  the  first  few 
places,  unless  we  know  enough  from  other  sources  about  the 
different  lines  to  be  able  to  distinguish  them  at  sight  It  is 
only  because  we  happen  to  have  such  knowledge,  that  we 
can  make  out  the  order  of  the  names  on  the  left  side  of  the 
Chamber.  But  of  the  different  Nubian  lines  we  know  at 
present  nothing  or  next  to  nothing;  except  that  we  can 
identify  on  contemporary  monuments  and  inscriptions,  or  on 
scarabsei,  some  15  or  16  isolated  names.  And  even  as  regards 
the  whole  lines  represented  in  the  Karnak  Chamber,  it  is  by 
no  means  certain,  though  it  is  possible,  that  the  order  in 
which  it  exhibited  its  selected  groups  was  the  same  in  which 
the  papyrus  exhibited  the  same  groups  in  conjunction  with 
many  other  groups  of  less  importance,  and  perhaps  also  with 
many  single  kings  whose  royalty  may  have  been  merely 
personal  and  even  temporary ; as  if,  for  instance,  the  “ Com- 
mandant of  the  force”  stationed  at  Semneh  had  also  the  title 
of  king.  All  therefore  that  we  can  do  in  this  matter  is  to 
insert  here  those  names  which  are  still  legible  to  our  right 
in  the  Karnak  Chamber,  beginning  from  the  furthest  name 
towards  the  left  in  the  uppermost  line,  and  so  taking  all  the 
names  in  each  line  from  left  to  right  in  succession.  And 
as  all  those  names  which  to  the  writer’s  knowledge  may  be 
identified  elsewhere,  and  all  those  below  in  the  Turin  papyrus 
which  are  similarly  identifiable,  will  be  printed  in  Italics, 
the  reader  will  be  able  to  compare  the  two  lists  for  himself. 
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Nubian  cartouches  of  Dyn . XVI  of  Manetho  [XIV  of  Pto- 
lemy) in  that  half  of  the  Karnak  Chamber  which  is  to  the 
right  of  the  spectator . (See  above,  pp.  293,  294.) 


UPPERMOST  LINE. 

1.  [ Ra-s-onch  ?]kar ; perhaps  the  same 
as  in  line  4 of  Col.  XIV,  Tap.,  and 
in  an  inscription  at  llamamat. 

2.  S-het-en-ra. 

3.  Ra-s-onch-het , in  line  10  of  Col.  X, 
Pap. 

4.  Ra-kherp-khoutetij  called  Sevekho- 
tep  I.:  in  line  5 of  Col  X,  Pap. 

5.  Rakherp-s-het[tet(\  ; called  Sevek- 
hotep  II.  Lcpsins  has  printed  the 
names  of  1 1 members  of  his  family, 
from  which  it  appears  that  his  father 
Mcntuhotcp  was  not  a king.  On  a 
sculpture  in  the  Louvre  his  daughters 
are  represented  worshipping  Am- 
mon -Khem. 

6.  Ra-sha-sechem  f called  Ncfcrhotcp 

I.  in  line  12  of  Col.  XIII,  Pap.:  and 
found  by  M.  Brugsch  in  the  Isles  of 
SehM  and  Konosso,  and  at  Assouan, 
with  the  names  of  many  other  mem- 
bers of  his  family,  from  which  it 
appears  that  his  father,  Ha-anch-ef 
was  not  a king.  (See  above  p.  398.) 
Also  in  the  Louvre. 

7.  Ra-sha-nefer ; called  Sevekhotep 
III.,  whose  statue  was  found  in  the 
Isle  of  Argo,  in  Southern  Nubia: 
also  on  a scarab,  in  the  Louvre  : 
seemingly  son  of  the  preceding,  and 
the  same  as  in  line  10  of  Col  XIV, 
Pap.  But  in  the  Pap.  and  in  the 
inscriptions  found  by  M.  Brugsch 
there  is  another  son  intervening  be- 
tween the  two  names,  Hathorsi , who 
is  omitted  iu  the  Karnak  Chamber. 

8.  Ra-sha-[kar~\  ; called  Neferhotep 
II  : in  line  0 of  Col.  XIV,  Pap.; 
on  scarab,  iu  the  Louvre ; at  Masha- 
kit  in  Nubia. 


SECOND  LINE. 

1.  Ra-sha-onch ; Sevekhotep  IV.:  on 
limestone  columns  in  the  Louvre; 
on  altar  from  Abydos  at  Leyden. 

2.  Ra-sha-hotep;  (Sevekhotep)  in  line 
1 of  Col.  XI,  Pap.;  and  at  Abydos. 

3.  Ra-s-ncfer. 

4.  Name  lost . 

5.  Ra-ssesur-teti ; in  line  10  of  Col 
XIII,  Pap. 

6.  Ra-merkaru;  in  line  22  of  Col. 
XIII,  Pap. 

7.  Ra-mer-kherp. 

8.  Name  lost 

THIRD  LINE. 

1.  Ra-khcrp-het-shaou  (Sebek-cm-saf ) ; 
on  the  Kosseyr  road  ; and  in  the 
Louvre. 

2.  Name  lost. 

3.  Name  lost. 

4.  Ra-khou-teti  (Sevekhotep)  ; in  lino 
6 of  Col.  XIII,  Pap.  In  the  inscrip- 
tion of  his  third  year  at  Semneh  he 
names  Sesortasen  III.  as  a former 
king,  and  4t  Renseneb  *’  as  being  then 
14  Commandant  of  the  force  in  the 
fortress  of  Sesortasen  III." 

5.  Ra-mer-hotep  (An)  : in  line  4 of 
Col.  XI, Pap.:  and  in  the  Louvre. 

6.  S-ouah-en-ra. 

7.  Ra-kherp-ouak-shaou  (Rahotep);  in 
line  23  of  Col.  XIII,  Pap.? 

LOWEST  LINE. 

1 . Name  lost. 

2.  Name  lost. 

3.  Name  lost. 

4.  Ra-ta ....  [teti]. 

5.  S-het-en-ra ; in  the  Louvre,  small. 

6.  Ra-s-nefer  . . . perhaps  in  line  21 
ofCol  XIII,  Pap. 

7.  Name  lost. 


If  we  pass  on  now  to  those  fragments  which  have  been 
postponed  to  form  the  latter  part  of  Column  XVI,  their 
distinctive  peculiarities  are  these:  first,  that  the  six  names 
on  fragment  152  are  all  of  them  destitute  of  the  ordinary 
initial  lia,  which  seems,  however,  to  be  prefixed,  with  only 
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one  or  two  exceptions,  to  all  the  names  of  the  Nubian 
connection.  The  third  name  of  the  six  is  also,  according 
to  M.  Brugsch,  very  remarkable,  as  its  initial  sign  is  the 
standard  of  the  Heraelcopolitc  Nome  (the  22nd  and  last  of 
the  Nomes  of  Upper  Egypt).  The  emblem  is  a knife  (pro- 
nounced sept)  placed  upon  a sort  of  stand  usual  for  the 
names  of  Gods  and  Nomes;  and  it  is  followed  by  en,  “of,” 
and  the  ichneumon,  which  in  contradistinction  to  the  croco- 
dile was  sacred  in  that  Nome.  The  third  name,  too,  on  the 
same  fragment  (Pann-set-sept  f)  exhibits  the  same  Heracleo- 
polite  emblem,  sept,  written  phonetically ; so  as  to  suggest 
the  inquiry  whether  we  may  not  have  in  these  hieratic  names 
the  source  of  the  llcracleopolite  dynasties  of  the  lists  of 
Ptolemy  and  Africanus.  In  the  four  names  on  fragment 
150  one  observes  again  the  same  absence  of  the  initial  Ra. 
Two  of  the  names,  moreover,  viz.  the  second  and  the  fourth, 
reading  Seti  and  Hot,  are  either  simply  identical  with  names 
of  gods,  or,  if  the  endings  are  incomplete,  they  each  consist 
at  any  rate  of  the  name  of  a god  in  combination  with  some 
other  element ; so  that  this  whole  fragment  might  have  been 
suspected  to  belong  rather  to  the  earlier  part  of  the  papyrus,  to 
Column  II,  but  that  the  diminished  size  of  the  writing  and 
the  closeness  of  the  lines  seem  to  forbid  transposition.  In 
fragment  123  there  are  the  ends,  or  traces  of  the  ends,  of 
six  names  having  this  peculiarity,  that  distinctive  epithets 
or  surnames  are  added  after  them,  without  being  inclosed 
in  the  cartouches;  whereas  in  the  case  of  the  Nubian  group, 
where  many  of  the  names  in  the  papyrus  are  double,  throne- 
names  and  family  names  which,  as  found  on  contemporary 
monuments,  make  two  distinct  cartouches,  are  uniformly  (at 
least  whenever  both  are  given)  compounded  into  one.  And 
here  again  in  the  case  of  fragment  123,  as  in  that  of  frag- 
ment 150,  it  is  only  the  style  of  the  writing  which  prevents 
one  from  thinking  that  the  fragment  should  have  been  placed 
earlier,  among  those  names  which  may  correspond  to  the 
Nephercheres  connection  of  the  upper  line  of  the  Abydos 
tablet.  For  several  of  these  names  also  seem  to  have  ended 
with  the  element  liar  ; and  the  annexed  surnames.  Hap.,, 
Meat  a,  and  Beb-nou-m,  remind  one  of  those  added  to  the 
common  elements  bar,  nefer,  and  neferkar,  in  the  Abydos 
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series ; though  there  (as  the  symmetry  of  the  sculptured 
lines  required)  the  surnames  are  all  enclosed  in  the  car- 
touches. Possibly  these  names  may  have  been  in  fact  con- 
temporaneous, and  of  kindred  origin  ; and  if  they  were  petty 
kings  at  the  northern  extremity  of  Upper  Egypt,  placed 
where  they  seem  to  have  been  placed  in  the  papyrus  because 
of  their  close  connection  with  the  Shepherds  who  were  next 
to  follow,  this  may  perhaps  account  in  some  degree  both  for 
the  absence  of  the  initial  Ra,  and  for  the  occurrence  of  the 
name  of  the  god  Seti  or  Soutech  in  composition  in  one  of  the 
names.  And  in  the  Abydos  tablet  also  the  last  two  names  in 
the  upper  line,  Neferkar-Seben-Pepi  and  Sneferkar-Onnou, 
are  destitute  of  the  initial  Ra. 

Those  five  names  the  initial  signs  or  commencements  of 
which  are  preserved  in  fragment  112  are  supposed  by  M. 
Brugsch  to  belong  to  as  many  of  the  Shepherd-kings  for 
this  reason,  that  the  form  of  the  last  two,  indeed  that  of  all 
the  three  commencements  which  remain,  consists  of  the 
initial  A followed  by  a sitting  figure,  or  of  the  initial  A 
alone;  and  this  form  seems  to  have  been  frequented  in 
writing  the  names  of  strangers.  Enough  too  remains  of  the 
first  name  of  the  three  to  show  that  it  probably  read  Aan  or 
Oun,  which  suits  one  of  the  names,  viz.  the  fifth,  of  Ma- 
netho’s  Dyn.  XVII  (XV  of  Ptolemy);  and  the  little  that 
remains  after  the  sitting  figure  in  the  last  name  would  do 
well  for  part  of  the  first  p in  Apepi.  Accepting  this  iden- 
tification as  not  improbable,  we  must  suppose  these  five 
names,  together  with  one  or  two  more,  to  have  made  the 
commencement  of  a fresh  column  ; since  we  have  already 
completed,  perhaps  indeed  somewhat  more  than  completed, 
Column  XVI.  Possibly  there  may  have  been  in  Column  XVI 
a sum  or  an  initial  rubric  dividing  the  143  (?)  Nubian  names 
from  that  lesser  group  which,  more  for  convenience  than  from 
trusting  to  the  slender  indication  noticed  above,  we  shall 
call  Heracleopolite.  And  with  something  like  certainty  (if 
only  M.  Brugsch  be  right  in  his  identification  of  the  names  on 
fragment  112),  we  may  conclude  that  the  Shepherds  at  any 
rate  were  divided  by  a heading  and  a sum  from  all  the 
native  kings  who  had  preceded.  Their  number  would  not 
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be  likely  to  be  swelled  unnecessarily ; but  there  can  scarcely 
have  been  fewer  of  them  than  seven,  which  is  one  more  than 
the  six  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XVII  (XV  of  Ptolemy);  since 
the  name  Apepi  seems  to  be  given  in  a hieratic  papyrus  to 
the  last  Shepherd-king,  in  the  time  of  Ra-sehenn,  when 
Upper  Egypt  threw  off  the  yoke.  And  so  also  it  stands  in 
the  list  of  Ptolemy  of  Mcndes,  or  in  that  of  Africanus  and 
Syncellus.  And  it  is  more  likely  that  there  were  in  fact  two 
kings  of  this  same  name  Apepi,  the  one  the  fourth  of  the 
dynasty  with  a very  long  reign,  and  the  other  the  seventh 
and  last  with  so  short  a reign  as  to  account  for  its  being 
omitted  by  Manetho,  than  that  either  the  Apophis  who 
stands  fourth  of  Manetho’s  six  was  misplaced  by  him  or  by 
Josephus,  or  that  Ptolemy  of  Mendes,  or  Africanus,  or  Syn- 
cellus (no  one  of  whom  are  to  be  suspected  in  this  matter), 
transposed  the  name  afterwards  to  suit  some  particular 
theory.  The  same  conclusion  seems  also  to  be  required  by  M. 
llrugsch’s  view  respecting  fragment  112,  if  the  last  name 
but  one  on  that  fragment  really  reads  Aan,  and  is  to  be 
identified  with  the  Janias  of  Manetho,  and  if  this  is  followed 
by  two  more  names  the  last  of  which  looks  like  the  com- 
mencement of  Apepi.  That  the  papyrus  ended,  however, 
with  the  names  of  these  Shepherds  cannot  for  a moment  be 
supposed.  On  the  contrary,  if  they  were  registered  in  its 
columns  at  all,  they  were  certainly  followed  by  the  names  of 
the  kings  of  Dyn.  XVIII  which  overthrew  and  expelled 
tin  m,  and  which,  uniting  under  a single  sceptre  all  the  rights 
of  the  native  successions,  whether  Tanite,  Memphite,  Dios- 
polite,  or  Nubian,  ruled  both  Upper  and  Lower  Egypt,  and 
Nubia  also,  as  one  empire. 

The  vast  sums  of  years  still  legible  in  those  lines  of 
writing  which  intervened  in  the  papyrus  between  the  divine 
reigns  and  Menes  prove  clearly  that  this  hieratic  list  em- 
bodied within  itself  the  multiplication  of  the  first  2922  years 
of  human  time  into  35,064  month-years ; and  therefore,  as 
we  may  fairly  infer,  the  date  of  its  first  arrangement  was 
either  at  or  only  a little  after  the  cyclical  epoch  of  B.C.  1322. 
But  as  no  single  fragment  of  those  preserved  now  exhibits 
any  name,  or  part  of  any  name,  which  can  be  fixed  to  Dyn. 
XVIII,  wc  must  suppose  that  the  papyrus  had  already  been 
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somewhat  damaged,  and  had  lost  one  large  fragment  from 
its  outer  part  or  commencement  (which  might  be  the  last 
part  of  its  written  contents),  when  it  was  so  doubled  up  and 
crushed,  whether  in  packing  or  repacking  a box,  or  other- 
wise, as  reduced  it  to  that  condition  of  a mere  litter  of 
fragments  in  which  it  was  found  at  Turin  by  Champollion, 
and  from  which  (with  whatever  inevitable  mistakes)  it  has 
been  so  well  reconstructed  by  Seyffarth.  And  even  after 
we  have  ventured  to  append  as  a conjectural  restoration  the 
seventeen  names  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XVIII,  and  the  first 
two  of  Dyn.  XIX  so  as  to  make  the  whole  end  at  the 
cyclical  epoch  of  It.c.  1322,  one  year  before  the  accession  of 
Rameses  III.,  one  of  the  sums  which  have  preceded  at  the 
commencement  in  Column  III,  viz.  that  of  13,420,  seems  to 
indicate  that  this  particular  papyrus,  of  which  we  have  now 
the  fragments,  was  not  itself  one  of  the  very  earliest  copies 
which  may  have  been  contemporary  with  the  original  au- 
tograph of  the  author  of  the  arrangement.  That  is,  if  we 
are  right  in  reading  the  two  great  6ums  of  years  immediately 
preceding  the  names  of  the  first  kings  in  Column  III 
as  13,420  and  23,218  respectively  (identifying  the  latter 
sum  with  that  which  occurs  separately  on  fragment  12), 
and  in  supposing  that  these  two  sums  are  distinct,  so  that 
they  may  be  added  up  together,  the  first  and  smaller  of  them 
containing  the  sum  of  the  years  reckoned  from  the  date  at 
which  the  papyrus  was  written  up  to  a certain  Ilorus,  or,  vice 
versa,  from  a certain  Ilorus  down  to  the  date  at  which  the 
papyrus  was  written ; and  the  second  6um,  the  larger  of 
the  two,  containing  all  the  years  which  had  preceded  from 
the  commencement  of  the  divine  reigns  (whether  Phthah, 
or,  as  is  more  probable,  and  as  we  see  in  the  Chronicle, 
the  sun-god  Ra,  were  the  first  who  had  a reign  mea- 
sured by  years)  to  the  Ilorus  above-mentioned.  This 
Horus,  in  connection  with  the  larger  sum,  is  read  by  M. 
Brugsch  Hor-hesou  or  H or- her  sou  ; and  since  the  larger  sum 
of  23,200  years  or  more  (for  the  decade  or  decad  and  the 
units  arc  broken  away)  which  is  reckoned  to  Ilor-hersou 
stands  last,  and  is  followed  by  the  heading  of  the  “ kings 
from  Menes  ” and  the  names  of  Menes  and  his  successors, 
M.  Brugsch  supposes,  not  unnaturally,  but  still  without  any 
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grammatical  necessity,  that  Hor-hesou  is  probably  the  last 
divine  ruler,  who  immediately  preceded  Menes.  Iiut  the 
indication  contained  in  the  sums  themselves  points  a dif- 
ferent way ; and  the  reader,  on  referring  to  pp.  39  and  4 1 , 
above,  will  see  that  the  figures  naturally  to  be  given  in  a papy- 
rus which  should  be  written  in  B.c.  1322,  would  have  been 
23,218,  and  (3944  + 7902  + 341+217  + 903  = ) 13,307,  the 
two  sums  making  together  the  total  of  xxv  nominal  cycles 
in  36,525  years.  In  the  pages  referred  to  above  the  figures 
as  printed  are  23,220  and  7900 ; and  the  ground  on  which 

23.220  was  conjectured  to  be  one  of  the  sums  of  the  oldest 
Egyptian  scheme  of  the  aTroKardmaais  rather  than  23,218 
is  there  explained ; but  the  writer  had  not  then  noticed  that 
the  sum  on  fragment  12  of  the  papyrus  which  was  read  by 
Champollion  13,218,  and  which  is  given  as  illegible  or  un- 
certain by  Wilkinson,  has  certainly  two  bars  in  the  place  of 
myriads,  and  not  one  only,  and  about  the  ten  and  the  eight 
in  the  places  for  the  decads  and  units  there  is  no  doubt.  It 
is  only  the  figure  for  the  thousands  which  seems  doubtful : 
and  for  this  Champollion’s  reading,  which  gives  a meaning  to 
the  marked  and  boldly  formed  peculiarity  of  the  first  stroke 
to  the  left,  is  preferable  to  the  rendering  of  “ 2000,”  which 
would  take  no  account  of  it  whatever.  So  the  sum  is  pro- 
bably identical  with  that  in  the  recapitulation  in  line  9 of 
fragment  1 ; and  it  enables  us  to  restore  the  decad  and  the 
units  there  wanting.  And,  this  being  done,  those  two  month- 
years  which  the  writer  improperly,  as  it  now  seems,  added  to 
the  first  and  greatest  sum  in  his  calculation  at  p.  39,  must  of 
course  be  restored  to  the  later  sum  from  which  he  detached 
them,  and  to  that  part  of  it  which  now  stands  at  pp.  39  and 
41  as  7900,  which  ought  to  have  been  7902.  But  in  the 
Turin  papyrus  we  have  not,  as  we  should  have  expected  (if 
it  had  any  vast  sums  of  month-years  at  all)  two  sums  of 

23.220  + 13,305,  or  23,318  + 13,307,  making  up  a total  of 
36,525  years  in  xxv  complete  cycles  to  July  20  b.c.  1322  ; 
but  we  find  two  sums  of  23,218  and  13,420,  making  in  all 
36,638  years,  which  are  (36,638—36,525  = ) 113  too  many  ; 
and  this  certainly  seems  to  imply  that  our  papyrus  was  a 
copy  made  113  years  after  the  first  composition  of  the 
original  list ; with  a continuation  of  some  eight  kings,  who 
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had  reigned  from  the  accession  of  Raineses  III.  in  the  inter- 
val. The  eighth  of  these,  Rameses-Sha-cm-Djam,  Mcrer- 
amon,  the  last  king  of  Dyn.  XIX  (his  colleague  the  Thuoris 
of  Manetho  being  dead)  we  suppose  to  have  been  still  on  the 
throne  in  b.c.  1209,  when  the  papyrus  was  written;  and  in 
that  case  the  name  partly  preserved  among  the  figures  and 
accounts  on  the  back  of  the  papyrus  must  be  either  merely 
retrospective,  as  for  instance  if  it  be  connected  with  some 
mention  of  the  Ramesseum  of  Ratnesses  II.,  to  the  library  of 
which  the  scribe  was  perhaps  attached  ; or  else  it  must  be  that 
of  one  of  the  later  Rameseses  of  Dyn.  XX,  two  of  whom,  num- 
bered XIII  and  XIV  above,  at  p.  335,  took  those  titles  Hak- 
ma,  Miamon,  which  are  still  legible  on  the  back  of  the  papyrus. 

The  whole  series  of  xvi  full  columns  with  the  continua- 
tion or  supplement,  thus  made  out  for  the  Turin  papyrus, 
and  described,  shall  now  be  subjoined  in  a tabular  form,  so 
that  the  reader  who  has  not  before  him  Lepsius’  or  Wilkin- 
son’s facsimile  of  the  original  fragments  as  pasted  together 
by  Seyffarth  and  preserved  at  Turin,  may  be  enabled  the 
more  easily  to  follow  and  to  compare  the  foregoing  rea- 
sonings and  explanations. 

In  using  this  English  reconstruction  it  is  to  be  observed 
that  all  conjectural  restorations,  whether  certain  or  only' 
probable,  are  printed  in  red  : also,  that  whenever  the  hieratic 
signs  for  one  or  more  thousands,  for  one  or  more  hundreds, 
and  for  one,  two,  or  three  decads  are  damaged  and  am- 
biguous, or  where  one  unit  at  the  end  of  a sum  remains  on 
the  very  edge  of  a fragment  and  might  have  been  followed 
by  one,  two,  or  at  most  three  others,  the  figures  representing 
the  uncertain  thousands,  hundreds,  decads,  or  units  are  also 
printed  in  red ; and  the  red  in  these  cases  means  not  that  the 
figures  so  printed  are  wholly  absent,  but  merely  that  they 
are  damaged  in  the  papyrus,  and  within  certain  limits  ambigu- 
ous. Of  the  fragments  arranged  by  Seyffarth  and  numbered 
in  the  lithographed  facsimiles  of  Lepsius  and  Wilkinson, 
those  only  which  are  connected  with  the  beginnings  or 
endings  of  names,  and  so  make  towards  the  reconstruction 
of  the  columns,  are  given  in  the  subjoined  tables;  but  these, 
it  is  believed,  are  all  accounted  for.  The  measurements 
refer  only  to  the  lines  of  writing,  perfect  or  imperfect. 
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10 
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COLUMN  VII.  COLUMN  VIII. 

Pi  a*.  Fra*.  Frag. 

line.  joT  Reign  yn.  ra.  dy».  tn.  Lin*.  J Reign  yn-  m.  dy*.  lr. 


1 

1st  Aii  [Memphites?]  in.  6.21 

1 

"Uth 

1 

2 

No. 

2 

12th  Ka 

3 

2d  L’eta  ? 

20.  0.  0 

J>9 

3 

1 3th  Ka  . . . . 

4 

3d  Imhotep? 

14.  0.  0 

4 

89 

14th  Ra  . . . . 

5 

4th  Papn 

94a  0.  0 

5 

15th  Ra 

6 

5th  Merenre 

1.  1.  0 

6 

16th 

— 

7 

- 6th  Nitokrit 

12.  0.  3 

7 

No. 

GO 

_1 7 th 

— 

8 

No. 

7th  Neferkar 

2.  i.  r 

8 

18  th 

- — 

9 

8th  Nefruus 

4.  2.  1 

9 

“Sum  of  xriii.  reigns.  33 1 1 

10 

9th  Ab.. 

2.  1.  1 

10 

1st  king  [Diospolitcs?] 

1 1 

10th 

1.  0.  8 

\\ 

Gl 

2d 

— 

12 

Sum . yra. 

181.  0.  0 

No. 

,12 

51 

3d 

13 

Rubric ....  Trs 

13 

4th 

....  1 9 

14 

- 1st  king  [Abydosfl 

p 

© 

o 

14 

5th 

* ’ * j 8 No. 

15 

2d  

15 

6th 

Ra.neb.kher  51  Kft? 

16 

r 

3d  

16 

7th 

Ra.tfeSser  . . 12 

17 

4th  Ra  nefer.kar 

1 7 

L-  8th 

18 

5th  Chroti 

— 

i» 

9th 

— 

19 

6th  Se  . . . . 

19 

1 null 

20 

47 

7th 

•20 

I Hill 

. . Raneferkar  No. 

21 

3- 

8th  Our . . . 

21 

12th 

. . . enta?  4"? 

22 

9th  Shet . . . 

22 

1 13th 

23 

_10th  Ha  .... 

23 

mil 
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COLUMN  IX.  COLUMN  X. 


Line 

Fw®. 

1 n Rei^n 

irv  m.  djr». 

IS* 

Line 

m 

1 

. m.  dy*. 

'ft* 

1 >1 

15t!i . . made  his  reign? 

'!  i 

7th  Ra.ma.khm 

9. 

3.2  7~ 

1 2 

16th C. — 6.Sum,  124  kings 

No. 

1 - 

8th  Ua.sebek.ncfron 

3. 

10.24 

3 

1 17th . . from  Mena. . . 

44? 

3 

Sum  of  kings  in  yrs.  213. 

1.17 

*: 

| Sum  of  xvii.  reigns  . . . 

355.  0.10 

4 

Heading  [Nubians?]  after 

, V?4 

5 

[Lading?  [Diospolilcs?] 

Ra.s.hotep.het 

ti 

1st  king? 

1 5 

No. 

lsf  lia.hhuu.teti 

1. 

3.24 

7 

! 2d  

6 

72 

2d  lLi.kherp.kar 

6. 

0.  0 

8 

ad  

" 

6 7 

3d  Ra.Amcnemhe 

— 



9 

4 111  

"10 

8 

4th  Ra.s.hotep.het 

— 

— 

No. 

10 

5 th 

5 

No, 

» 

5th  Aouphni 

2. 

— 

1 i 

6th 

9 

10 

6th  Ra.s.onch.het 

1. 

- 22 

1 2 

7th 

1 1 

7th  Iiaji.men.kar 

— 

— 22 

No 

13 

euh 

12 

8th  Ila.s.hotep.het 

— 

1.27 

76? 

" 

’Jth 

113 

1 

- 9th  ....  h.khcr 

— 

- 22 

1 5| 

l nth 

ju 

86  , 

"loth  

. 

Sum  of  xi.  reigns 

243  H 

1 

16 

No 

rl2th 

18 

Heading,  [viii  Diospolitcs]  from 

; 17 

H7  | 

13th  Ra.mer- 

cheper 

] 

1 

Ra.s.hotep.het  ; in  vrs. 

191? j' 

64 

:«« 

No 

14  th  Ra.mer- 

kar? 

| 

j 

19 

1st  Ra.s.hotep.het 

9 — — 

19 

»*! 

15th  ■■ 

i 

20 

2d  lla.chcpcr.kar 

48 _ 

20 

2 | 

16th 

21 

3d  Ra.nch,knni 

37 

21 

rl7th 

4th  ILudia.chcper 

19 

No.' 

22 

#9  ! 

18th 

j 

No. 

j 5th  Kn.kh  uknru 

30 ; 

23 

Ml 

19  th  

24. 

95 

L 6th  H i.en.ma.t 

48 J 

re  1 

24 

1 

20th  fkar 

J*'? 

COLUMN  XIII.  COLUMN  XIV. 

Pr*«.  Fnc.  Fr«. 

Line-  In,  lUign  j r».  m.  dyt.  In  Lin*.  Hi.  Rtiffn  yr».  m.  dy*.  Iti 


1 

69th  Ra.netem.hct 

j 1 

- 93<1 

Ra 

* 

2 

70th  Ra.scvekjt^rp 

No. 

2 

94th  ILi.se.cheper.ran 

3 

71st  Ren-sene[b 

‘J  : 

3 

95th  Jia.tat.khcru 

4 

76 

72d  Ra.shouou? 

4 

9Gth  Ra.s.onch.kar 

No. 

: 

i ; 

73d  Ra.szefa 

j 5 

97th  Ka.ncfer  khcr 

102? 

6 

74th  Ra.kherp.khouteti , Sevekhotep 

No. 

: 6 

No. 

101 

98ih  Ra.chem  . . 

' 18  | 

7 

75th  Ra.tscser  . . [ra 

7 

0? 

99th  Rn.ka  . . . 

29  j 

8 

76lh  lLi . . fkar  44 Commandant .” 

8 

100th  Ra.nefer.het 

- 7.2o 

9 

77th 

. . 

1 9 

101st 

Kii.it  . . . 

10 

78th  1 la. t se.se r Scti 

10 

102d 

Ra.sha  . . . 

2.—  4 ; j 

1 1 

7 9 tb  Ra.kherp.  kar,  Sevekhotep 

No. 

11 

103d 

fta.nefer?kor 

2.—  1 | 

12 

79 

80th  Ra.sha.Ncferhotep 

12 

104th  Ra.sincn  . . . 

ia 

81st  Ra.IIuthor.si 

13 

_ 105th 

1 

14 

8 2d  Ra.sha.nefer , Sevekltutvp 

14 

106th 

q n ! No. 

15 

83d  

— 

15 

No 

107th 

11—1-  1. 

16 

84th 

k> 

m 

1 08th 

.3. 

17 

85th  

No. 

17 

2? 

109th 

■ 

19 

87th 

‘kar . . 

8 

19 

11 1th 

. . . hcb.ra 

2. | 

20 

21 

Vo. 

89th 

" 

It 

21 

113th 

Ra.sha.  seb.neb  3. h51 

22 

i 42 

90th 

22 

1 1 -lilt 

Ru.en.kar 

a 2? 

23 

J ; 

91st  Ra.tscs 

23 

1 15th 

2. 

24 

92d  ILi.tscs 

24 

1 It. tit 

....  era 

1 
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Fnte- 

Line.  I n.  Reign 


COLUMN  XII. 


3 : 


1 No.| 

a\  81 

4 4 ; 


q 

7 

8 No. 
o Hi 

io  i 
n 
12 

13 

14  Mo-! 


Ita.mer.nefer 
i lia.mer.hotep 
Ra.s.onch.cn.s 
HR.mcr.onch.Ank 
Ha.sub.kar.  I Iora 


|l5e 

i2 

19 

20 
21 
22 
23 
24, 


21st  Ua.sha.hotep 
22a  Ra.ouA.hetA 
23d 
24th 
25th 
26th 
27th 
28th 
'29  th 
30th 
il?t 
'32d 
33d 
34th 
35th 
36th 
37th 
tli 
391  h 
40th 
4 I St 
4 2d 
43d 
44lh 


. tncs 
. nut.  Aha 
. uben.  Uur 


jn.  m.  dj«. 

Line.  Reign 

yrt.  m.  riyt. 

4.  8.  29" 

1 i 

45th  Ru.naha.si 

3“ 

it  10.  8.  [28 

No. 

2 

46th  H41.sha.kher 

3 

[23.  8.  18 

97 

-X 

3 

No. 

97 

4 7 th  Hu.neb.ef.shouou 

l.  5.15 

2.  2.  [9 

4 

4 

48th  Ka.s.heb 

3. 

ut  3.  2.  — 

5 

49th  Ha.mer.tefa 

3. 

No 

a.  i.r— - 

6 

50th  Ra.seb.kar 

1. 

97 

1—  | 8 

7 

51st  Ra.ra  ncktefa 

1. — ■ — 

• a 

2. — 4 

No. 

8 

_52d  Ra.uben 

J. 

J 11 

98 

3 

9 

No 

53d 

1. 

j 3 

10 

98 

•54th  I tcf&No.99> 

4 

11 

3 

55th  Ha. . |_uben.ra  | 

3 

12 

56th  Ha.shouou.het 

- 

1 

13 

57th  Ha.har.het 

r 

14 

_58th  Ha.neli.seuou 

15 

No 

59th  

16 

106 

60th  Ha 

! 

17 

61st 

18 

_62d 

No. 

19 

~63d  

94? 

20 

64th 

-4  j 

21 

No. 

106 

65th  Ra.s.nefer  . . . 

j 

22 

66th  Ra.mcn-[karu?] 

1 

23 

67th  . . ouah  . . 

68th  • 


Frog. 

Line.  1m  Reign 


COLUMN  XV. 


117th ...  . 

_1 18th  

1 19th  Ra.khcrp  . . . 
120th  Ra.khcrp.ou  . . 
121st  Rn.kherp.ou.s  . 
122d  Kiuscson  . . 

1 23d  Ru.nebari 
124th  Ha.ncbatcn 
1 25th  lva.Mmcm  . 
,126th  Hu.tscscr.atcn! 
127th  Ra.kherp  , . . 
128th  


Fr*g.  , 


. _ t No. 
J ISO 


COLUMN  XVI. 


m 


..  . 12- 
kher.ra 


[i 


|No. 

tlWAi 

I 


No. 

109 

nml 

110? 


No 
1 13? 


Fr«g- 

*•  in  Reign  yn.m.dr*. 

M»ri4i*t  — 

; l_142d  

151  [ 143d  — 

J j Sum,  < xliii  kings  5, *16 

I Heading?.  [Hcmdcopt>litCb?j 


So. 
n 1 40? 

J i 


6, 

7 No. 

«'  IM 

Rj  i < 

9 

10 

"(No.' 
12  i*o 

1" 


13 

15! 

16 


No. 


1st [Everliving 

2d  Ab.nou 
3d  Scpt.vn.mau 
4 th  Pann.sct.Mpt 
5th  Pah. As? 

6th  Sor.hem.t 
7th  Aph  . . . 


8th  Scti 
9th  Nun 
LlOth  Hor 
Uth 
1 7 1 59?|  12th 
I8j  1 |_13th 
19'  Mill 
20  J »tli 
1 N.*.|  16th  1 
22160?  17th 
[23!  1 ! 1 8th 

•i4.  r 


kar 


Hap . . 
kar  Menta, 
kar  BeO.nu.m . . 
.....  3 - 

. . sheti 
| cn.neb.Ergct 


i N<» 
i::.r 


No. 

l ia 

i '? 


Digitized  by  Google 


512 


EGYPTIAN  CnnONICr,F.S. 


COLUMN  XVII.  COLUMN  XVIII. 

rns.  Fng 

Uofc  1 r jr*.  m.  dy».  Jn  I<in«.  Knp'  yT».  m.  djn. 


1 

| 1 

13th  [ Achcnehorc] 

2 

Sum  of  xix  reigns  71.  2.  o 

? 

2 

l ull  Ihl.nirtl.Jivh 

3 

i 1 hading?  [Shepherd*]  . . . 

! a 

lath  H.i.cn.nm 

4 

Ifit  Sill? 

4 

1 6ih  Ka.thoer.ma  * 

5 

So .r  -;1  lkbn,,? 

17th  Bai.en.ra 

6 

1121  ®d  A punch? 

T ih  Rti.iSi  iter.diPpiTou 

7 

2 4th  Aitem? 

7 

loth  lU.tscscr.shnou 

8 

5lh  Aoun  . . 

8 

Sam.  xix  reigns,  vrs.  42fi. 

9 

6th  Aset? 

9 

Sum  to  1A  olifjil  epoch  from  Mmes 

10 

L 7th  Ap  .pi? 

10 

331  kings,  mid  yrs.  3,750, — — • 

] 1 

Sum  of  vii  kings  239.10.  0 

1 1 

Ami  of  xxiii  gods  5,613.-  - 

12 

1 lending  [ I >>  n.  X VIII  \ XIX.].. 

12 

And  of  x others  3.944.  - — 

13 

1 st  ItiMich.pch  Aa!iiiu\s 

13 

And  of  X olln.TR  23,218.  - - - 

14 

2d  Ka.sorkar 

14 

T"tal  Mini  of  years  36,525.—  ••  - 

15 

3*1  lui,aa.i‘lit*)H;i’.kar 

15 

1 lending  ofviii  kirg«  from 

16 

-Hli  lki.iu.t.kar 

16 

Is:  Kn.t.-ovr.tmi  (Kaiintjos  111  ; 

17 

•Vli  l»  i,aa.  *iM-!H*|UT 

17 

2«l  lfntsvstT.mil 

18 

firli  Ka.iiit  i;,(  ln  |>i*r 

18 

3d  l;a.lsf«tr,nia? 

19 

?n  K'a.aa.c  liv'peiou 

19 

4th  H.-i.iiduiia 

20 

Sih  l{.;.nu  n.ciiqcitm 

20 

6th  Ha.t't.-stT.mti 

21 

lull  K i.nckma 

21 

Nth  Ifa.isoSs'r.n.Ji 

22 

lH.li  lia.t-t  s •r.rhcponm 

22 

7 ill  S ‘.skiU  ll.m  (Si.Phlliah.) 

23 

1 Ith  Il.itfiiti'' 

23 

8th  Nefcrknnra 

24 

12.li  [Achcuchcrc] 

24 

Sum  from  Cyclical  epoch  to  did  *•:’ 

his  I nth  year  (viz,  to  Juno  22d  j:.c.  1209),  kings  viii,  years  113 
But  from  Moncs  kitnis  cecxxxix,  „ 3,803 

Sinn  of  ycjir.M  In  mi  Horns  . . „ 13,420 

And  from  Itu  loJloriu?.  . . „ 23,2  IN 

Total  sum  of  ward nr»,c,:is 


If  it  be  allowed  that  the  reconstruction  thus  exhibited,  or 
something  like  it,  is  borne  out  by  the  fragments,  it  will  seem 
that  the  Turin  papyrus,  when  perfect,  must  have  agreed 
very  nearly  — and,  if  so,  it  is  most  probable  that  it  agreed 
exactly  — with  the  hieratic  list  of  Herodotus  in  having  33 1 
or  330  kings  from  Menes  to  Rameses  III.  And  since  in 
this  papyrus  there  was  combined  with  the  list  of  kings  a 
scheme  of  “ myriads  of  years,”  ending  no  doubt  at  the 
cyclical  epoch  of  July  20,  B.C.  1322,  this  explains  how  it 
came  to  pass  that  the  priests  read  out  to  Herodotus  and 
numbered  so  exactly  a series  of  names  ending  with  the  pre- 
decessor of  “ Sesostris.”  For  the  older  papyri,  or  that  list 
which  had  been  written  on  them  by  the  first  hand,  would 
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end  with  the  accession  of  Raineses  III.,  the  Sesostris  who 
was  powerful  by  sea ; and  all  later  copies,  whenever  made, 
and  whatever  subsequent  additions  or  continuations  they 
might  have  received,  would  be  sure  still  to  mark  that  epoch 
at  which  both  the  cyclical  scheme  itself  and  the  original 
list  combined  with  it  were  together  completed. 

But,  upon  admitting  the  probable  agreement  of  the 
hieratic  list  of  Herodotus  with  that  of  the  Turin  papyrus,  a 
question  arises  not  only  as  to  the  subdivisions  of  the  myriads 
of  years, — which  is  less  to  the  present  purpose, — but  also  as 
to  the  time  of  the  331  kings,  whether  the  years  of  associate 
or  deputy  kings  and  of  contemporary  lines  were  all  summed 
up  together  and  made  to  enter  into  the  myriads  of  years 
of  the  cyclical  diroKardcrrcuns,  or  only  those  903  years 
which  were  truly  successive  and  chronological  between 
Menes  and  the  cyclical  epoch  in  b.c.  1322.  In  their  own 
nature  all  concurrent  years  of  kings  or  lines  of  kings  after 
Menes  were  quite  distinct  from  the  35,064  months  obtained 
from  and  resolvable  into  the  first  2922  years  of  human  time; 
and  between  the  whole  mass  of  these  month-years  and 
Menes  there  intervened  217  other  full  years,  and  341  also 
full  but  fictitious,  neither  of  which  sums  would  be  likely  to 
be  inserted  among  (that  is,  in  the  midst  of)  the  month-years 
divisible  by  12.  Still,  since  a great  number  of  years  of  the 
reigns  of  kings,  besides  the  903  years  really  successive,  were 
exhibited  by  the  papyrus  in  the  sums  following  its  different 
lines  or  families,  and  since  the  papyrus  is  known  to  have 
made  a display  of  certain  vast  sums  of  years  which  were  in 
one  aspect  at  least  fictitious,  it  may  be  that  even  from  the 
first  composition  of  the  scheme  the  whole  series  of  its  royal 
lists  was  treated  fancifully  as  if  consecutive,  so  that,  by 
addition  of  all  their  years  to  the  preceding  sums  of  the 
divine  reigns,  Menes  and  the  commencement  of  the  monarchy 
might  be  carried  up,  as  it  were,  not  only  above  the  217 
historical  and  the  341  fictitious  full  years,  but  also  some 
way  into  the  month-years  themselves ; though  these  latter 
belonged  properly  only  to  the  surviving  antediluvians,  or  to 
their  predecessors  of  the  old  world.  In  the  absence  of 
evidence  from  the  papyrus  itself  this  view  may  be  adopted 
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as  the  most  probable.  It  is  favoured  by  a sum  of  3000,  per- 
haps followed  by  more,  on  fragment  40,  and  by  another  sum 
of  “23  reigns  with  5613  years”  which  Chainpollion  seems 
to  have  read  in  A.D.  1824  on  some  fragment  not  found  again, 
or  not  found  entire,  by  Seyffartli.  For  this  latter  sum  (giving 
by  the  way  to  each  of  the  23  reigns  244  month-years  reduci- 
ble to  20T  full  with  1 over)  must  have  belonged  to  the  later 
deities;  and  it  suggests  the  expectation  that  several  thou- 
sands of  the  13,420  years  reckoned  from  Ilor-hesu  to  the  date 
of  the  papyrus  are  still  to  follow  ; at  least  if  there  was  only 
one  other  divine  scries,  and  only  one  other  sum,  of  3000  and 
more  years,  intervening  between  the  first  sum  of  23,218 
years  and  this  sum  of  5613  years  given  to  23  lesser  deities. 
Now,  on  looking  back  to  pp.  39  and  41,  the  reader  will  find 
a sum  of  3944  years  marked  off  above  the  historical  epoch 
of  the  existing  world,  for  purposes  there  explained,  while  the 
great  sum  of  23,220  or  23,218  years  preceding  is  shown  to 
have  been  produced  only  as  a consequence  by  the  specifica- 
tion of  the  3944.  So  then  this  latter  sum  is  in  itself  the 
most  essential  and  the  most  certain  of  all  the  subdivisions 
of  the  35,064  month-years.  And  if  we  restore  it  conjcctu- 
rally  (without  insisting  on  fragment  40,  where  some  words, 
and  perhaps  figures,  after  the  “ 3000,”  are  lost),  and  reckon 
downwards  from  the  elements  now  obtained  (23,  218  + 3944 
+ 5613)  to  the  end  of  the  third  divine  series,  we  shall  obtain 
a sum  of  32,775  years,  wanting  still  not  903  years  only  but 
(36,525—32,775  = ) 3750  years  of  the  full  sum  of  the  dwo- 
Ka.TuaTa.cns,  and  so  implying  that  there  are  still  to  follow  so 
many  years,  probably  all  years  of  the  kings,  from  Menes  to 
Raineses  III. 

But  independently  of  any  such  presumption,  and  to 
discuss  the  question  only  on  its  own  grounds,  — it  seems 
clear  that  the  Theban  and  Memphite  priests  in  their  con- 
versations with  Hecatams  and  Herodotus  meant  thus  much  at 
least  to  be  understood,  that  the  331  kings  were  all  succes- 
sive, and  so  had  covered  some  space  of  time  vast  in  com- 
parison with  the  “ less  than  900  years”  which  had  followed  ; 
though,  it  may  be,  they  did  not  themselves  tell  Herodotus 
that  he  was  to  reckon  all  the  reigns  as  full  generations  of 
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three  to  a century.  When  they  carried  up  Menes  to  so 
early  a time  that  the  Delta  was  not  yet  formed,  they  may 
have  meant  that  his  apparent  place  in  their  lists  (if  the 
month-years  had  been  all  full  and  historical  years,  and  no 
fictitious  years  inserted)  would  be  very  near  to  the  com- 
mencement of  their  reckoning  of  true  human  time,  even  for 
the  old  world,  long  before  Egypt  was  peopled.  And  this,  if 
there  were  as  many  as  3750  years  of  kings  to  Raineses  III., 
would  be  the  case.  For  if  we  deduct  these  from  the  sum  of 
the  true  years  of  Egyptian  reckoning,  being  (903  + 217  + 
2922  = ) 4042,  there  remain  only  292  years.  But  the  priests 
may  have  spoken  vaguely,  in  order  to  countenance  Hero- 
dotus in  his  own  exaggerated  estimate.  In  any  case  the 
langu  ige  held  by  them  favours  the  idea  that  all  the  kings 
were  so  presented  by  the  hieratic  lists  from  which  they 
read  out  the  names  as  to  be  capable  of  being  regarded  as 
successive.  Manetho  too  might  more  naturally  think  of 
peopling  with  royal  ghosts  (whom  he  rejected  from  his  lists 
after  Menes)  9770  month-years,  or  814  -fa  full  years,  belong- 
ing in  the  Chronicle  of  B.C.  305  to  the  gods,  if  he  had  already 
found  some  (3750—1461  =)  2289  of  these  same  month- 
years  covered,  in  appearance  at  least,  by  kings  in  the 
hieratic  lists.  If  so,  he  would  be  merely  making  his  own 
scheme  somewhat  less  obnoxious  to  Greek  ridicule  when  he 
cut  out  a multitude  of  the  kings  named  to  Herodotus  as 
successors  of  Menes,  and  threw  them  up  into  a mythological 
region  where  they  might  hold,  without  the  inconvenience  of 
carrying  up  Menes  along  with  them,  the  same  month-years 
as  before,  and  with  some  fresh  thousands  added. 

Nevertheless,  thus  much  is  clear,  that  neither  the  number 
of  names  in  the  hieratic  papyri,  nor  the  years  given  to 
them  in  detail,  were  forged  or  multiplied  for  the  purpose  of 
covering  such  sums  of  years  as  13,000,  or  11,000,  or  10,000, 
or  9000,  or  even  8000;  or  indeed  for  any  purpose  of  exagge- 
ration at  all.  This  appears,  when  one  collects  and  examines 
those  figures  for  the  years  of  particular  reigns  which  are 
still  legible  on  different  fragments  of  the  papyrus,  whether 
assignable  to  their  proper  places  or  detached.  Of  such 
figures  certainly  representing  the  years  for  reigns  (and  not 
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merely  months  or  days)  there  are  in  all  88 ; and  these,  if  all 
thrown  together,  make  up  a sum  of  1006  years,  to  which  might 
be  added  some  20  or  30  more  for  units,  or  for  odd  months  and 
days  broken  away.  So  if  we  were  to  make  the  sum  1034,  and 
dividing  this  by  88  were  to  use  the  quotient  (viz.  1 1 years 
and  aa,  which  is  the  same  thing  as  9 months)  as  a common 
average  by  which  to  estimate  all  the  331  reigns  of  the  papyrus 
down  to  Raineses  III.,  we  should  obtain  for  them  a sum  of 
about  3889  years. 

But  this  method  will  not  produce  the  nearest  possible  ap- 
proximation. The  averages  of  the  papyrus  in  different  groups 
or  lines  of  kings,  and  in  its  earlier  and  later  columns,  vary  so 
greatly,  that  it  is  necessary  to  proceed  step  by  step,  and  to  make 
out,  so  far  as  may  be  possible,  the  particular  average  proper 
to  each  group,  then  only  having  recourse  to  the  averages  of 
some  other  adjacent  group,  or  to  the  mean  average  of  a num- 
ber of  groups  in  the  same  part  of  the  papyrus,  when  there 
arc  no  figures  nor  other  indications  supplied  for  itself  by 
that  particular  group  which  may  be  under  discussion. 

Starting  on  this  principle,  we  have  first,  at  the  head  of 
Column  V,  as  a specimen  and  hint  for  the  Tanites  and  early 
Memphites  answering  to  Manetho’s  Dynasties  VIII,  IX, 
X,  and  XI  (I,  II,  III,  and  IV  of  Ptolemy),  5 names  with  a 
sum  together  of  85  years,  which  afford  17  years  to  each  king. 
Below,  in  the  same  column,  one  may  place  with  some  pro- 
bability the  fragment  numbered  144,  with  two  reigns  of  6 
and  44  years  respectively.  This  fragment  Seyffarth,  from 
uncertainty  where  to  place  it,  has  reserved  to  his  last  Column 
XII,  where  it  stands  unconnected  with  any  other;  but 
it  seems  to  have  belonged  to  one  of  the  earlier  columns  of  the 
papyrus ; and  the  reign  of  44  years  may  suit  well  for  some 
one  or  other  of  the  long  lives  marked  on  fragment  30  in 
our  Column  V and  supposed  to  belong  to  the  Memphites  of 
Manetho’s  Dyn.  XI.  This  fragment  (Xo.  30)  cannot  be 
placed  higher  in  the  column ; but  perhaps  the  names  Sora 
and  Sorti,  which  (if  the  writer  remembers)  are  not  ab- 
solutely on  one  fragment  with  the  names  preceding  them, 
ought  to  stand  lower.  Supposing  them  to  have  belonged  to 
this  column,  the  two  reigns  on  the  small  fragment  abovc- 
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mentioned,  and  two  more  of  6 years  each  at  the  head  of 
Column  VI,  making  a sum  of  62  years,  would  indicate  an 
average  length  of  15f  years.  In  Column  VI  the  14  reigns 
preserved  out  of  18  answering  to  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XII,  with 
a sum  of  216,  indicate  an  average  of  15^-.  Thus  already, 
though  the  data  arc  insufficient,  there  are  signs  of  va- 
riation in  particular  averages.  It  may  be  that  Menes 
and  his  successors  in  the  right  line,  whether  seven  only 
or  more  than  seven,  who  make  a dynasty  alike  for  the 
Chronicle,  for  Manctho,  and  for  Eratosthenes,  had  an 
average  of  their  own  somewhat  higher  than  that  of  other 
kindred  reigns  following.  This  the  fragments  give  us  no 
help  for  estimating  separately.  But  since  the  papyrus  seems 
to  have  made  at  the  bottom  of  Column  VI,  where  we  now 
are,  one  joint  sum  for  all  the  kings  from  Menes,  we  may  do 
the  like.  So  if  we  throw  together  the  (5+4  + 14  = ) 23 
reigns  for  which  we  have  found  figures,  and  divide  by  23  the 
sum  of  (85  + 62  + 216  = ) 363  years,  made  up  by  the  same 
figures,  we  obtain  a mean  average  of  15  years  and  ^fds 
(above  9 months)  for  each  reign.  And  if  we  extend  the 
same  average  to  the  other  56  reigns  included  by  the  papyrus 
with  the  23  in  one  sum  at  the  foot  of  Column  VI,  the  whole 
79  kings,  corresponding  to  Manetho’s  Dynasties  VIII,  IX, 
X,  XI,  and  XII,  should  have  together  1246  § or  1247  years. 
This  sum,  however,  is  probably  in  excess,  since  the  very 
long  reigns  and  lives  of  the  kings  of  Dyn.  XI  seem  to  have 
been  exceptional ; and  in  marking  the  length  of  the  lives,  as 
well  as  that  of  the  reigns,  the  papyrus  itself  deals  with  them 
exceptionally.  And  without  those  2 reigns  which  have 
been  conjecturally  given  to  them  in  Column  V,  the  other  21 
reigns  with  313  years  would  indicate  for  the  mean  average 
only  14£f,  and  this  would  make  the  whole  sum  for  79  kings 
to  be  1177^-f  years. 

In  the  next  column,  Column  VII,  the  series  answering  to 
Manetho’s  Dyn.  XIII  causes  no  difficulty  ; for  the  papyrus 
still  exhibits  both  its  Bum  of  181  years  and  enough  of  the 
figures  for  the  10  reigns  to  show  that  they  agreed  with 
the  sum.  Here  then  the  average  was  18^  years.  And 
as  this  is  the  point  where  Manetho  ends  those  six  early 
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dynasties  of  Lower  Egypt,  to  which  he  gives  an  average 
length  of  above  30  years  for  each  reign,  it  will  be  well  hero 
to  compare  with  his  sum  of  (3x477  = 1431  + 60  = ) 1491 
years  those  of  1427£§,  or  1348  J-J,  which  have  been  found 
for  the  papyrus.  The  difference  between  these  two  sums 
and  1491  is  about  64  years  for  the  larger  of  the  two,  and 
about  133  years  for  the  smaller.  Manetho’s  sum,  as  has 
been  shown  elsewhere,  is  certainly  artificial ; and  since  it 
appears  to  exceed  both  the  sums  estimated  for  the  papyrus, 
this  is  some  ground  for  thinking  it  probable  that  he  obtained 
it  by  adding  on,  rather  than  by  cutting  off  years  from  those 
which  he  found  in  the  hieratic  lists.  But  we  are  not  left 
in  this  instance  to  a mere  presumption,  which  might  be 
deceptive.  The  papyrus  itself  affords  positive  proof  that 
such  was  the  case.  For  its  sum  of  181  years  for  the  line 
answering  to  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XIII,  shows  that  Manetho 
when  he  came  to  the  end  of  this  dynasty  had  not  found 
in  all  the  40  reigns  of  the  hieratic  lists  which  he  had 
suppressed  or  consolidated  years  enough  to  complete 
that  average  of  over  30  years  which  he  designed  for  the 
49  kings  whom  he  retained ; or  rather,  he  had  not  found 
enough  to  complete  that  symmetrical  exhibition  of  thrice 
477  years,  with  60  more  to  unite  with  43  elsewhere,  which 
he  saw  to  be  obtainable  without  any  very  great  departure 
either  from  the  sum  of  years  in  the  hieratic  lists,  or  from  that 
precise  average  length  of  31  years  which  he  would  have 
preferred,  perhaps,  if  he  could  have  had  it  for  each  reign. 
For  on  comparing  the  sum  of  181  years  as  made  out  by  the 
papyrus  for  its  10  reigns  with  the  sum  of  197  as  made  out 
by  Manetho  for  his  6 reigns  of  the  same  connection,  it 
appears  that  Manetho  added  to  the  2nd  king  of  the  dynasty 
not  only  all  the  10  years  of  its  7th,  8th,  9th,  and  10th  kings 
whom  he  suppressed,  but  also  16  new  and  fictitious  years  of 
his  own.  We  may  conclude,  then,  with  absolute  certainty, 
from  this  fact  alone,  that  the  sum  total  of  the  years  of  kings 
in  the  papyrus  down  to  the  end  of  Dyn.  XIII  was  at  least 
16  under  Manetho’s  sum  of  1491;  that  is  to  say,  instead  of 
being  1491  it  was  at  the  most  only  1475.  But  there  are  other 
proofs  that  it  was  lower  still,  since  we  know  that  Manetho 
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added  63  years  to  the  true  sum  of  190  belonging  to  the 
first  dynasty  of  the  Tanites ; and,  what  is  more,  he  added 
all  these  63  years  to  the  first  two  names  of  Menes  and 
Athothis,  when  there  would  scarcely  as  yet  be  any  as- 
sociate or  deputy  kings,  or  crown-princes  dying  young, 
whose  short  reigns  he  might  consolidate.  And  if  we  divide 
his  sum  of  (253  + 302  = ) 555  years  among  the  (8  + 9+10 
= ) 27  Tanites  whom  he  indicates  in  one  way  or  another, 
and  who  no  doubt  represent  the  first  27  names  of  the  pa- 
pyri, there  will  be  for  them  an  average  of  20J5,  that  is 
one  of  20  years  and  over  6 months ; and  even  after  striking 
off  the  63  years  added  to  Menes  and  Athothis,  we  shall  find 
in  (190  + 302  = ) 492  years  an  average  for  them  of  18-J^ 
years ; whereas  those  5 reigns  which  stand  at  the  head 
of  our  Column  V,  even  if  taken  by  themselves,  indicated 
an  average  of  only  17  years  ; and  27  reigns  calculated 
at  that  average  would  make  a sum  of  only  459  years, 
less  by  96  than  Manetho’s  sum  of  555,  and  less  by  33 
than  the  sum  of  492  remaining  after  the  addition  made  to 
hi  ones  and  Athothis  has  been  cut  off.  One  might  infer, 
then,  that  Manetho  added  not  only  to  Menes  and  Athothis 
63  years,  but  also  to  some  part  of  his  second  dynasty  of 
Tanites  at  least  33  years  more,  which  must  be  deducted  so 
as  to  bring  down  the  27  kings  together  to  the  average  of 
17  years.  But  Manetho  himself  supplies  indications  that 
even  this  average  of  17  years  taken  from  fragment  18  a 
is  too  high.  For  since  in  his  next  four  dynasties,  X,  XI, 
XII,  and  XIII,  he  has  (9 + 8 + 9 + 6 = ) 32  names,  while  the 
papyrus  seems  to  have  had  62,  being  30  more,  if  we  add  to 
the  32  the  30  Memphites  of  his  Manes,  in  like  manner  as 
we  have  added  before  his  10  Tanite  Manes  to  the  17 
Tanites  of  his  list  after  Menes,  he  will  again  coincide  with 
the  papyrus  in  the  number  of  62  kings ; of  which  10  being  of 
the  connection  of  Dyn.  XIII,  and  18  more,  according  to 
the  papyrus,  of  that  of  Dyn.  XII,  there  remains  for  Ma- 
netho’s Dynasties  X and  XI  together  the  number  of  34 
kings,  being  just  double  the  (9  + 8 = ) 17  of  his  two  dy- 
nasties. And  if  we  divide  by  34  the  joint  sum  of  years 
given  by  Manetho  to  those  two  dynasties,  being  (214  + 277 
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= ) 491,  it  affords  an  average  length  of  only  14^  £,  or  less  than 
14  years  and  a half  to  each  king.  But  whatever  were  the 
causes  which  either  swelled  the  number  of  the  royal  names 
or  shortened  the  reigns  of  half  of  them,  there  is  no  reason  to 
suppose  that  the  average  for  the  27  Tanites  would  exceed  by 
much,  if  it  exceeded  at  all,  the  average  of  the  34  Memphites; 
especially  when  it  is  borne  in  mind  that  among  the  latter  were 
the  builders  of  the  great  pyramids  who  were  renowned  for 
their  long  reigns  and  lives.  And,  looking  on,  we  find  the  ave- 
rage indicated  by  the  papyrus  for  its  18  kings  answering  to 
Manetlio’8  Dyn.  XII  to  be  only  1 5 years  (since  14  of 
the  reigns  are  preserved,  and  have  among  them  216  years). 
Yet  here  again,  though  the  average  is  collected  from  no 
fewer  than  14  out  of  18  reigns,  so  as  to  seem  safe  in  its 
application,  Mnnetho  shows  that  it  is  too  high  for  the  re- 
maining 4,  since  he  gives  the  sum  of  the  dynasty  at  248  years, 
which  reduces  the  average  for  all  the  18  kings  to  13-{~‘,  and 
shows  that  the  average  of  14^  J indicated  by  Manetho  for 
the  34  kings  consolidated  into  17  in  his  Dynasties  X and 
XI,  though  it  seemed  so  low,  was  still  in  fact,  as  it  ought 
to  be,  swelled  somew  hat  by  the  exceptional  reigns  of  the  Su- 
phises  and  their  successors.  But  if  Manetho  himself  teaches 
us  to  give  up  for  those  Memphites  who  had  among  them 
the  longest  reigns  that  highest  average  of  17  years  which  we 
found  for  5 of  them  on  fragment  18  a,  and  which  in  default 
of  other  indications  one  might  have  thought  of  extending  to 
them  all,  and  to  the  Tanites  besides,  there  is  certainly  nothing 
now  to  make  us  persist  in  retaining  it  for  the  Tanites,  whom 
it  will  be  more  consistent  to  reduce  to  the  highest  average 
indicated  by  Manetho  for  the  Memphites.  Nor  can  it  be 
objected  that,  if  we  follow  Manetho’s  indications  in  reducing 
the  average  for  the  Memphites  and  the  Eleplmntinites,  we 
ought  to  follow  him  also  in  giving  to  the  Tanites  at  least 
that  average  of  18^5  to  which  they  are  reduced  by  cut- 
ting off  63  years  from  Menes  and  Athothis.  This  would 
have  been  so,  certainly,  if  Manetho  were  not  known  to  have 
added  to  the  years  of  Dynasty  XIII,  and  to  those  of  the 
Tanites.  But,  when  once  it  is  known  that  he  has  added,  the 
only  question  is  to  discover  from  other  signs  the  precise 
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amount  of  the  additions.  It  would  indeed  be  rash  and  unne- 
cessary to  assert  without  proof,  that  because  he  has  added  to 
two  groups,  he  has  therefore  also  added  in  like  manner  to 
the  two  other  intermediate  groups.  But  on  the  other  hand,  in 
proportion  as  we  see  that  his  scheme  required  addition, 
and  that  one  addition  made  to  the  last  of  his  first  six 
dynasties  was  not  enough,  the  presumption  becomes  very 
strong,  and  approaches  to  certainty,  that  if  his  intermediate 
sums  are  lower  than  we  should  have  expected,  they  have  at 
any  rate  not  been  reduced  by  him,  but  are  given  by  him  as 
they  stood  in  the  hieratic  lists.  We  shall  therefore  deduct 
from  1475  (which  seemed  at  first  to  be  the  maximum  sum 
possible  for  the  papyrus  to  have  made  down  to  the  end  of 
Dyn.  XIII),  not  only  the  63  years  certainly  added  by 
Manetho  to  the  names  of  Menes  and  Athothis,  but  also  97 
more  as  probably  added  by  him  to  the  (9 + 5 or  6 = ) 14  or  15 
Tanites  of  his  Dyn.  IX.  This  is  countenanced  by  the  list 
of  Eratosthenes,  which  cuts  off  from  Manetho’s  Dyn.  IX  a 
sum  of  at  least  78  years.  But  we  shall  suppose  Manetho  in  his 
Dynasties  X,  XI,  and  XII,  to  have  adhered  to  the  sums  of 
the  papyri,  only  consolidating  the  shorter  reigns,  being  in 
number  just  one  half,  and  so  suppressing  26  names  of  kings. 
On  this  supposition  the  common  sum  of  Manetho  and  the 
papyrus  at  the  end  of  Dyn.  XII,  and  irrespectively  of 
Manetho’s  additions,  was  one  of  (1491  — 16=1475  — 63  = 
1412—97  = ) 1134,  affording  to  79  kings  a mean  average  of 
14 fa.  years.  And  Dyn.  XIII  being  added,  with  a particular 
average  of  18-jL  in  181  years  for  its  10  kings,  the  whole  89 
kings  thus  made  up  from  the  49  of  Manetho’s  first  six  dy- 
nasties after  Menes  and  the  40  of  his  two  dynasties  of 
Tunite  and  Memphite  ghost-kings  before  Menes,  and  iden- 
tical with  as  many  in  the  papyrus,  will  have  a mean  average 
of  14j}-$  in  a sum  of  1315  years.  And  tliisaverage,  even  if  it 
were  brought  so  low  merely  by  frequent  deaths  and  succes- 
sions, would  differ  but  little,  and  that  not  in  the  way  of 
defect  but  of  excess,  from  the  general  average  confessed  to 
by  Manetho  himself  for  all  the  later  dynasties  of  his  Third 
Book.  For  there,  after  Dyn.  XIX,  the  61  kings  of  the  re- 
maining dynasties  reign,  in  a sum  of  859  years,  only  14/r 
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each.  And,  even  if  we  were  to  include  the  last  5 consolidated 
generations  borrowed  from  the  Chronicle  in  his  Dyn.  XIX, 
even  so  the  66  kings  of  his  Book  III.  would  have  in  978 
years  only  14£-J  each. 

Between  Dyn.  XIII  and  Dyn.  XV,  in  Columns  VII, 
VIII,  and  IX  of  the  papyrus,  there  were  by  calculation 
(18  + 28  = ) 46  names;  but  the  data  on  which  to  base  any 
trustworthy  calculation  of  the  number  of  years,  at  any  rate 
for  the  first  series  of  18  of  these  kings,  are  wanting.  From 
Mnnetho,  now  that  we  have  entered  upon  the  dynasties  of 
Central  and  Upper  Egypt,  little  hell)  is  to  be  obtained 
towards  making  out  the  names  or  years  even  for  those  lines 
which  he  mentions;  hut  this  line  of  18  kings,  whether  it 
were  that  of  the  upper  line  in  the  tablet  of  Abydos  or  some 
other,  he  has  altogether  omitted.  All  that  remains  in  the 
papyrus  is  the  initial  rubric  with  traces  of  ten  lines  of  names 
in  the  lower  part  of  Column  VII,  and  in  the  9th  line  of 
Column  VIII  part  of  a line  containing  the  sum  after  the 
“ xvm  kings,”  the  commencements  of  whose  cartouches  and 
two  whole  names  have  alone  been  preserved.  But  in  the 
way  of  figures,  besides  the  number  of  the  kings,  there  re- 
mains nothing  but  one  reign  of  “ 6 years.”  So  we  must 
leave  this  dynasty  for  the  present,  and  pass  on,  merely 
remarking  that  if  the  mean  average  of  all  the  preceding 
lines  thrown  together  be  taken  to  be  14£*  (14  years  and 
about  8 months),  18  kings  could  not  claim  less  than  274 
years,  while  if  they  had  the  same  average  with  Dyn.  XIII, 
which  they  follow,  they  would  claim  as  many  as  333  years. 
As  in  discussing  above  the  average  to  be  given  to  the  Tanites 
we  have  adopted  a lower  average  of  14-J  ] rather  than  a higher 
one  of  17  years,  which  some  might  have  preferred,  and  as 
this  series  in  Column  VII  of  the  papyrus  is  enclosed  on  both 
sides  by  groups  which  seem  to  have  had  considerably  higher 
averages  than  14  or  even  15  years,  we  shall  here  incline 
to  the  higher  average,  and  give  to  these  18  kings  conjectu- 
rally  a sum  of  331  years,  affording  18^  to  each.  This  sum 
however,  it  is  to  be  understood,  may  be  reduced  to  any  other, 
not  lower  than  274,  by  any  one  who  thinks  it  necessary  to 
allow  more  years  than  we  have  allowed  to  any  other  group. 
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But  for  the  other  names  following  after  these  18,  and 
supposed  to  be  28,  there  exist  some  slight  grounds  for  a 
calculation;  since  there  are  preserved  two  sums,  one  of  243 
years,  which  certainly  came  after  the  last  of  the  28  names 
(since  it  is  conjoined  with  the  heading  of  Dyn.  XV),  and 
another  of  355  years,  which  we  suppose  to  have  stood  after 
the  17  th  name  of  the  28  in  the  upper  part  of  Column  IX, 
so  as  to  divide  them  all  into  two  lines,  leaving  1 1 names  to 
go  with  the  lower  sum  of  243  years.  Thus  divided,  the  17 
reigns  in  the  355  years  would  have  an  average  length  of 
20-LS-,  or  something  under  21  years;  and  the  11  reigns  in 
the  243  years  would  have  an  average  of  22-jL-  years.  And 
there  is  a fragment,  No.  85,  with  the  years  for  four  reigns, 
9,  8,  51,  and  12,  marked  on  it,  which  seems  to  have  belonged 
• to  this  part  of  the  papyrus,  and  may  be  placed  conjecturally 
opposite  to  four  of  those  28  names  to  which  the  sums  of  355 
and  243  years  belong.  The  reign  of  51  years  on  this  frag- 
ment No.  85  is  very  suitable  to  be  set  opposite  to  the  name 
Ra-neb-kher,  whose  46th  year  is  marked  on  a Btele  from  Abydos 
now  at  Turin  : and  the  4 reigns,  having  in  all  80  years,  would 
indicate  an  average  of  20.  So  that  they  agree  well  with  the 
estimate  formed  on  other  grounds.  As  for  the  three  reigns 
of  10,  5,  and  9 years  on  fragment  50  which  have  been  placed 
in  Column  IX,  this  is  merely  to  keep  the  fragments  as  nearly 
as  possible  in  the  order  of  Seyffarth ; the  uncertainty  at- 
taching to  the  decads  of  the  first  reign  rendering  it  useless 
towards  any  estimation  of  an  average.  It  might  have  been 
placed  equally  either  in  Column  IV,  V,  VII,  or  VIII.  On 
fragment  156  also  there  are  two  sums  of  22  and  26  respec- 
tively, which  would  suit  well  enough  to  place  in  Column 
VIII  or  IX,  if  one  were  only  sure  that  they  are  years 
and  not  days.  But  this  being  uncertain,  they  are  omitted. 

In  Dyn.  XV,  again,  all  is  plain,  as  both  the  sum  of  213 
years  at  the  end,  and  enough  of  the  figures  for  the  eight 
reigns  to  bear  out  this  sum,  are  preserved.  And  in  this 
dynasty,  which  divides  in  a manner  the  papyrus,  or  at  least  the 
bulk  of  its  kings,  arranged  so  as  to  precede  the  Shepherds, 
into  two  halves,  the  particular  averages  reach  their  highest 
limit,  the  8 names  having  one  with  another  no  fewer  than 
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26  years  and  7 months  each ; though  here  also,  as  in  the 
case  of  Dyn.  XI,  two  reigns  were  often  in  part  concurrent ; 
and  it  would  unduly  increase  the  mean  average  to  throw  the 
gross  sum  of  this  dynasty  into  one  with  all  the  rest  of  the 
figures  for  reigns  preserved,  in  order  so  to  estimate  the 
mean  duration  of  all  the  unknown  reigns.  Thus  in  the 
papyrus  the  order  of  Manctho  is  reversed;  or,  rather, 
Manetho  in  arranging  his  own  lists  has  reversed  that  order 
or  proportion  which  he  had  before  him  in  the  papyri.  For, 
with  great  differences  between  its  particular  averages, — 
differences  which  only  the  details  of  the  history  could 
account  for, — but  with  no  appearance  of  systematic  par- 
tiality or  of  any  artifice,  the  papyrus  has  given  to  its 
groups  of  Lower  Egypt  averages  of  either  14]-]-  years  to  27 
kings  together,  or,  it  may  be,  15]-$  and  13]£  to  12  and  15  « 

kings  separately,  of  14-]-]  to  34  kings,  of  13]  * to  18  kings, 
and  of  18-pL  to  10  kings  ; and  of  these  averages  the  last  and 
highest  belongs  to  a family  which  was  connected  rather  with 
Central  than  with  Lower  Egypt.  And  upon  the  whole, 
both  hitherto  and  afterwards,  the  average  length  of  the 
reigns  seems  to  increase  rather  than  to  diminish  as  we  move 
higher  up  the  Nile ; at  least  until  after  Dyn.  XV.  So 
that  after  Dyn.  XIII  (the  last  of  Manetho’s  six  dynasties  of 
Lower  Egypt)  there  follow  in  the  papyrus  averages  of  18,'j, 

20]  ],  and  22,1,-,  till  at  length  in  Dyn.  XV  the  average  rises 
to  26  years  and  7 months,  exceeding  even  that  of  25  years 
which  the  2 reigns  on  fragment  144,  if  taken  alone,  might  be 
considered  to  indicate  for  some  of  the  pyramid-builders  of 
Memphis,  who  were  in  part  contemporary  with  Dyn.  XV. 
And  it  is  remarkable  how  the  peculiarities  of  very  long 
reigns  and  lives,  and  of  associations  in  the  throne,  — that  of 
building  great  pyramids  may  be  added,  — distinguish  at  once 
these  contemporary  lines  of  Lower  and  Upper  Egypt,  while 
the  same  length  of  reigns  and  lives,  and  even  one  far  more 
extraordinary,  characterises  the  Shepherd  dynasty  which  was 
contemporary  with  both  these.  Even  Manetho  himself 
renders  this  homage  to  Dyn.  XV,  that  he  names  all  its  8 
kings,  and  allows  to  7 of  them  in  his  sum  of  160  an  average  of 
nearly  23  years,  though  in  other  respects  he  maltreats  it  as 
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belonging  to  Upper  Egypt  But  for  the  other  lines  of  Upper 
Egypt  which  appear  in  the  papyrus,  he  mentions  only  two ; 
and  of  those  two  he  suppresses  all  the  names ; and,  not  content 
with  that,  he  suppresses  also  or  curtails  their  years;  while  to 
the  first  six  dynasties  of  Lower  Egypt,  which  in  the  hieratic 
lists  had  reigns  of  short  average  length,  he  gives  not  reigns 
but  generations ; and  generations  again  not  like  those  of  the 
Chronicle  of  only  24£  but  of  over  30  years,  preserving  at  the 
same  time  in  the  10  Tanites  and  30  Memphites,  who  make 
two  out  of  the  four  groups  of  his  Manes  or  ghost-kings,  an 
indication  of  the  method  by  which  he  had  proceeded  in 
dealing  with  the  hieratic  lists. 

Putting  together  what  has  been  hitherto  found  or  esti- 
mated, viz.  89  kings  to  the  end  of  Dyn.  XIII  with  at  most 
1379,  but  more  probably  with  only  (1379  — 64  =)  1315 
years,  +18  with  267-u9j  at  least,  or  as  we  have  given  them 
331, + 17  with  355  + 11  with  243  + 8 with  213,  we  have  in 
all  for  143  kings  in  1315  + 331  (or  1379  ? + 267  ?) +355  + 
243  + 213,  amounting  to  2457  years,  a mean  average  of 
1 7-j^j  ; and  if  we  were  to  assume  that  this  same  average  is 
applicable  also  for  all  the  remaining  columns  and  reigns  of 
the  papyrus,  we  might  either  calculate  summarily  (188  x 
17-^j)  an  addition  of  3217-£-5-j  years  for  the  remaining  188 
kings,  to  end  in  B.c.  1322,  — which  would  make  a total  for 
the  years  of  the  kings  from  Menes  to  that  point  of  (2457  + 
3217  = ) 5674  ; or  we  might  apply  the  average  obtained 
only  as  far  as  any  existing  fragments  of  the  papyrus  take 
us,  until  reaching  dynasties  for  which  Manetho  gives  the 
reigns ; and  thus  we  should  first  for  143  Nubian  kings 
double  the  sum  of  2457  ; then  for  19  others  we  should  add 
225  years ; and,  lastly,  we  should  add  from  Manetho  and  the 
Chronicle  260  + 348  + 78,  so  as  to  make  in  all  from  Menes  to 
Rameses  III.  (2457  + 2457  + 225  + 260  + 348  + 78  = ) 5825 
years,  which  is  within  1 9 years  of  the  sum  of  4 cycles.  Or, 
with  113  years  more  to  the  date  of  the  papyrus,  these  two 
calculations  would  produce  sums  of  5787  or  5938.  And  if 
one  of  these  sums,  let  us  say  if  the  latter,  had  been  the  sum 
of  the  papyrus,  it  would  have  both  covered  the  (113  + 903  = ) 
1016  years  between  the  dates  of  the  papyrus  and  of  Ramoses 
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III.  and  Menes,  and  the  217  intervening  between  Menes  and 
the  month-years,  and  the  341  fictitious  years,  and  would 
besides  have  spread  up  over  (5825  — 1461  =)  4364  of  the 
month-years,  so  as  to  leave  for  the  deities  of  the  second  and 
the  third  classes  between  the  first  great  sum  of  23,218  years 
and  Menes  only  (13,307  — 5825  = ) 7482  years. 

But  the  remaining  figures,  preserved  from  those  later 
columns  of  the  papyrus  which  were  filled  with  names  of  the 
Nubian  connection  and  of  the  lesser  group  which  followed  it, 
by  no  means  favour  any  such  calculation  as  the  preceding. 
For  in  Column  X,  at  the  commencement  of  the  Nubian 
group,  we  find  4 names  with  10  years  and  4 months  between 
them,  affording  only  2 years  and  7 months  to  each.  Again, 
after  an  interval  of  a whole  column,  at  the  head  of  Column  XI, 
there  are  8 consecutive  names  with  50  years  and  8 months, 
affording  6 years  and  just  4 months  to  each.  After  ano- 
ther similar  interval,  near  the  head  of  Column  XII,  there 
are  again  7 consecutive  names ; but  these  have  together 
only  1 1 years  and  6 months,  giving  1 year  and  7 months  for 
each.  On  fragment  163,  which  like  another  small  fragment, 
No.  164,  near  it,  certainly  made  the  end  of  a column,  and 
which  we  have  put  at  the  end  of  Column  XIV,  there  were  6 
lines  containing  names  ; and  the  figures  for  the  years  of  5 of 
them  are  preserved;  and  they  make  a sum  of  only  12  years, 
giving  2 years  and  nearly  3 months  for  each  reign.  And, 
lastly,  on  fragments  125,  127,  and  126,  which  seem  to  have 
joined,  and  which  certainly  headed  a column  (they  are 
placed  at  the  head  of  Column  XV),  there  arc  3 reigns  either 
consecutive  or  with  only  one  other  between,  with  only  one 
year  each.  To  the  large  fragments  commencing  our  Columns 
XIII  and  XIV  no  years  remain  attached ; but  on  the  iso- 
lated fragments  80,  100,  109,  115,  and  126  a,  and  probably 
also  on  110  and  114,  placed  opposite  to  them  by  Scyffarth, 
and  belonging  no  doubt  to  this  same  part  of  the  papyrus, 
there  are  figures  for  the  years  of  1 1 reigns,  making  altoge- 
ther a sum  of  (17  + 4 + 1 + 3+  4-1-54-12  = ) 46  years,  so  that 
the  1 1 kings  might  have  one  with  another  4-,Jr  years  each, 
or  something  more,  since  there  may  have  been  a unit  more 
to  several  of  the  reigns.  But  if  one  puts  all  these  specimens 
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together,  — and  they  fairly  represent  the  great  Nubian 
group  of  the  papyrus  throughout  its  whole  extent,  — they 
give  for  38  kings  a sum  of  133  years  and  6 months.  To 
which  if  8 years  more  and  6 months  are  added,  in  con- 
sideration that  in  some  of  the  reigns  there  may  have  been 
either  another  unit  after  the  sign  for  years,  or  some  odd 
months  and  days,  the  spaces  for  which  in  24  cases  out  of 
the  38  are  broken  away,  there  will  be  in  all  for  38  kings 
a sum  of  142  years,  indicating  an  average  of  3 years 
and  ||ths,  or  about  9 months.  This  average,  if  applied 
to  Manetho’s  sum  of  184  years  (which,  however,  does 
not  belong  historically  to  the  Nubians),  would  indicate 
a number  of  49  kings ; while  the  7 6 kings  in  the  text  of 
Africanus  would  require,  if  all  successive,  a space  at  the 
same  average  of  277  years  ; whereas  the  historical  duration 
of  the  dynasty  cannot  well  have  exceeded  216  years.  So 
cither  the  reading  of  76  kings  is  not  from  Manetho  ; or  they 
were  not  all  successive  (and  it  appears  certain  from  other 
signs  that  they  were  not);  or  Manetho’s  76  reigns  are  a 
selection  from  the  full  hieratic  list,  so  made  as  to  exhibit 
a lower  average  length  than  any  76  names  of  the  same 
group  would  have  had  if  they  had  been  taken  as  they 
stood.  But  this  is  altogether  improbable.  For  if  a selection 
were  made  at  all,  the  more  important  names  or  groups,  and 
the  longer  rather  than  the  shorter  reigns,  would  be  sure 
to  be  selected.  Or,  lastly,  we  are  putting  the  average  for 
the  papyrus  too  high  when  we  put  it  for  this  group  at  nearly 
3 j years,  seeing  that  the  76  corresponding  kings  of  Ma- 
nctho,  even  if  they  had  228  years  (and  were  at  the  same 
time  all  successive),  would  have  an  average  of  only  3 years 
each.  But  to  return  to  the  papyrus : As  there  is  no 
sufficient  proof  that  the  average  of  3J  years  is  too  high, 
(and  it  is  already  so  low  as  to  suit  better  for  commandants 
or  governors  who  were  relieved  or  changed  at  short  in- 
tervals than  for  hereditary  kings),  the  method  hitherto  pur- 
sued requires  that  the  years  for  the  143  Nubian  names  of  the 
papyrus  should  be  calculated  at  the  average  of  3 years  and 
9 montlis.  So  their  sum  will  be  536^ ; and  these  added  to 
the  2457  of  the  earlier  143  kings,  will  make  2993  years. 
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There  follow  next  on  fragments  152,  108,  and  123,  those 
(6+4  + 6 = ) 16  names,  or  parts  of  names,  which  have  been 
postponed  as  belonging  to  a distinct  group,  and  named  upon 
some  slight  indications  Heraclcopolite.  For  adding  3 more 
names  to  this  group,  and  so  making  it  to  consist  of  19  in  all, 
and  the  greater  group  preceding  it  to  consist  of  143,  instead 
of  leaving  to  the  preceding  group  146  names,  and  reckoning 
to  this  separately  no  more  than  the  16  found  on  fragments 
152,  108,  and  123,  there  are  the  following  grounds:  First, 
there  is  the  fact  that  the  three  fragments  in  question  do  not 
actually  join,  and  can  scarcely  be  supposed  to  contain  the 
whole  group  which  they  represent.  Secondly,  there  is  some 
indication  of  the  number  1 9 in  the  lists  of  Ptolemy ; for  he 
makes  two  dynasties  of  “ Heracleopolites,”  both  with  19 
kings ; and  as  by  this  title  of  Heracleopolites  he  supplies  a 
hint  towards  interpreting  those  two  of  the  names  on  fragment 
152  which  contain  the  sign  of  the  Heracleopolite  Nome,  he 
may  help  us  also  towards  the  number  of  the  kings  as  well  as 
towards  their  designation.  And,  lastly,  having  seen  how 
in  the  Karnak  Chamber  the  Nubian  kings  were  made  to 
match  symmetrically  all  the  other  kings  preceding,  the  pre- 
ceding kings  having  exactly  one  half  of  the  chamber,  to  the 
left,  and  the  Nubians  exactly  one  half,  to  the  right  of  the 
spectator,  one  may  think  it  probable  that  in  the  papyrus  also 
the  exhibition  of  143  Nubians,  if  this  number  be  admitted 
to  be  the  true,  after  143  kings  of  other  families  preceding, 
was  not  accidental.  Or,  if  thus  much  only  be  clear,  that  the 
number  of  the  kings  preceding  was  143,  and  that  of  the 
Nubians  not  very  different,  one  may  think  it  probable  that 
143  and  no  other  number  was  that  of  the  Nubians  also. 
And  thus  far  the  papyrus  itself  countenances  the  idea  of 
some  names  having  been  marked  off  as  a distinct  series,  that 
one  fragment  (which  Seyffnrth  too  has  set  opposite  to  the 
names  on  fragment  252)  exhibits  the  same  title  Anch  Ouza 
Sneb  (Everliving),  which  alone  seems  to  have  distinguished 
in  Column  VI  the  head  of  Dyn.  XII.  And  as  no  traces  of 
any  sum  or  heading  are  discoverable,  nor  are  there  figures 
attached  to  any  of  the  15  names  of  fragments  152,  108,  and 
123,  it  must  be  supposed  that  here  also,  as  in  Column  VI  in 
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the  case  of  Ousercheres,  and  as  in  Column  V in  the  case  of 
Sora,  the  names  followed  one  another  uninterruptedly ; and 
that  the  general  character  and  circumstances  of  the  larger 
group  preceding  and  those  of  the  lesser  group  following  were 
so  far  alike,  that  the  same  or  nearly  the  same  average  length 
of  reigns  belonged  to  both.  Thus  then,  as  it  seems,  we  are 
suddenly  taken  by  the  papyrus  from  the  Nubian  districts 
on  and  beyond  the  southern  borders  of  Upper  Egypt  back, 
as  it  were,  to  its  northern  frontier ; for  the  Heracleopolite 
Nome  was  the  22nd  and  last  Nome  of  the  Upper  Country 
towards  the  north  where  it  bordered  on  the  Lower ; and  two 
groups  of  kings,  the  Nubian  and  the  Heracleopolite,  with  the 
space  of  all  Upper  Egypt  separating  them,  are  united  in  the 
latter  part  of  the  papyrus,  as  if  they  constituted  in  a manner 
but  one  group,  having  the  same  character  — a character 
entirely  anomalous  — both  as  regards  the  multitude  of  royal 
names,  and  the  shortness  of  the  reigns.  Further,  the  whole 
two  groups  together  as  placed  in  the  hieratic  list,  and  the  He- 
racleopolite group  territorially  also,  are  found  in  proximity  to 
the  Shepherds ; and  the  question  suggests  itself  whether  so 
great  a multiplication  of  kings  joined  with  so  short  a tenure  of 
royalty  at  either  extremity  of  Upper  Egypt,  may  not  have 
been  owing  to  some  policy  of  the  Shepherd  suzerains  during 
the  time  that  they  were  paramount  ? At  any  rate,  upon  the 
accession  of  Amosis,  the  head  of  Dyn.  XVIII,  the  whole 
system  disappears  as  suddenly  and  as  completely  as  if  it  had 
never  existed.  But  whatever  were  those  historical  circum- 
stances which  produced  before  the  time  of  Dyn.  XVIII  and 
extinguished  about  the  time  of  its  commencement  the 
Nubian  and  Heracleopolite  titles,  it  is  one  further  sign 
that  these  groups  were  joined  together  in  the  papyrus  as  of 
similar  character,  and  with  a like  short  average  to  their 
reigns,  that  Manetho  also  has  so  joined  them,  whether  in  the 
selection  admitted  into  his  Dyn.  XVI,  or  in  the  last  and  by 
far  the  largest  group  of  his  ghost-kings,  which,  though 
anonymous,  corresponds  plainly  to  the  Nubian  group  of  the 
papyrus,  and  has  5813  month-years,  or  484  full.  For  unless 
Dyn.  XVI  and  this  last  group  of  Manes,  taken  together, 
include  the  Heracleopolites  as  well  as  the  Nubians,  Manetho 
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must  have  omitted  the  Ileracleopolites  altogether;  which  he 
would  scarcely  do  if  they,  though  fewer  in  number,  had  had 
average  reigns  of  the  ordinary  length,  and  so  had  been  the 
more  important  line  of  the  two.  But  it  may  be  presumed 
that  he  either  joined  the  two  groups  together  as  he  found 
them  joined  in  the  papyri,  or,  if  he  omitted  the  smaller  of 
the  two  (since  it  cannot  be  denied  that  he  has  ’omitted  at 
least  one  line  before),  tills  was  because  they  had  the  same 
short  average  of  3J  years,  with  which  a line  of  19  kings 
would  have  in  all  only  71  yenrs.  If  he  consolidated  them, 
one  must  suppose  that  the  number  of  kings  to  be  named 
for  his  fourth  group  of  Manes  was  (143+  19  = 162  — 76  = ) 
86  ; and,  if  so,  86  kings  in  484  years  would  have  5J-J-  years 
each.  But  throwing  together  the  76  kings  of  his  Dyn. 
XVI  with  the  86  of  his  last  group  of  Manes,  and  the 
1 84  years  of  the  former  with  the  484  years  of  the  latter,  the 
whole  162  kings  would  have  in  their  whole  sum  of  668 
years  4 years  each,  which  is  not  so  very  different  from 
the  average  of  the  papyrus.  But  even  if  it  had  agreed  more 
exactly,  this  agreement  might  be  only  accidental,  as,  the 
years  of  all  Manctho’s  Manes  being  month-years,  he  would 
naturally  give  them  some  such  averages  of  from  about  30  to 
60  years  as  would  suit  their  intermediate  position  between 
the  demigods  and  ordinary  kings.  And  such  averages,  if 
divided  by  12,  would  of  course  produce  only  from  2£  to  5^ 
full  years  each,  so  as  to  resemble  the  short  reigns  of  the 
Nubians  and  Ileracleopolites  in  the  hieratic  lists.  So  the  30 
Memphite  Manes  (his  second  group  of  the  four)  in  1790 
month-years  have  59'j  nominal,  but  only  about  5 real  years 
each ; the  10  Tanites  (his  third  group  of  Manes)  have  in 
350  month-years  only  35  each,  which  are  something  under 
3 full  years  ; and  if  there  were  only  86  Nubian  and  Hera- 
clcopolite  Manes,  which  seems  to  follow  if  76  kings  of  their 
connection  were  placed  after  Menes  in  Dyn.  XVI,  the  86 
would  (in  5813)  have  as  many  as  67^  month-years  each. 
These  if  reduced  would  exceed  5£  full  years;  and  it  is 
unlikely  that  the  highest  average  of  all  should  be  given  to 
the  group  which  stands  last.  But  if  it  be  supposed  that 
Dyn.  XVI  of  the  original  Manctho  had  only  36  kings,  cor- 
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responding  to  the  30  cartouches  on  our  right  in  the  Karnak 
Chamber  (the  excess  of  6 indicating  omissions  in  this  half 
of  the  Karnak  Chamber  similar  to  those  known  to  exist  in 
the  other  half  to  the  left),  then  there  would  be  no  such  im- 
probable discrepancy  between  Manetho’s  average  for  the 
kings  of  his  Dyn.  XVI  and  that  of  the  papyrus  for  the  same 
group,  as  there  appears  to  be  with  Africanus’  reading  of  76 
kings.  A difference  indeed  there  would  still  be,  but  in  the 
contrary  direction.  For  36  kings  in  216  years  would  have 
6 years  each,  which  is  one  full  third  higher  than  the  average 
of  the  papyrus;  and  even  in  that  sum  of  184  years  which 
Manetho  has  attached  to  them,  they  would  seem  to  have 
years  each,  which  is  still  above  the  average  of  the 
papyrus.  But  this  is  what  it  would  be  reasonable  to  expect, 
if  only  a selection  of  the  more  important  names  or  lines  were 
presented  together.  Further,  on  the  supposition  that  Dyn. 
XVI  of  the  original  Manetho  had  only  36  kings,  not  86  but 
126  would  be  the  complementary  number  needed  for  the 
corresponding  group  among  the  Manes;  and  126  (in  5813) 
would  have  average  reigns  of  46  month-years,  shorter 
than  those  of  the  first  and  second  groups  of  the  other  Manes 
preceding,  though  longer  than  those  of  the  third  group. 
And,  being  equal  when  reduced  to  about  3 full  years  and  10 
months,  this  average  would  differ  scarcely  at  all  from  that  of 
the  Nubian  group  in  the  papyrus.  It  is  therefore  probable 
that  40  out  of  those  76  kings  which  go  to  Manetho’s  Dyn. 
XVI  (XIV  of  Ptolemy)  in  the  text  of  Africanus  were 
transferred  to  it  from  the  Manes  by  Ptolemy.  But  that 
no  one  may  fall  into  the  error  of  supposing  that  the  short 
reigns  in  full  years  obtainable  by  reduction  from  the  month- 
years  of  the  Manes  may  be  identified  with  those  short 
reigns  which  belonged  to  some  of  them  in  the  hieratic  lists, 
it  is  to  be  observed,  first,  that  three  out  of  the  four  groups  of 
kings  ejected  by  Manetho  from  the  lists  after  Menes  had 
not  perhaps  such  very  short  reigns  ; and,  whatever  was  the 
shortness  or  the  length  of  those  of  the  Tanites  and  the 
Memphites  whom  he  ejected,  Manetho  was  so  far  from 
allowing  those  40  kings  (his  3rd  and  2nd  groups  of  Manes) 
to  carry  away  with  them  into  Amenti  any  of  their  years, 

mm2 


Digitized  by  Google 


532 


EGYPTIAN  CnUONICLES. 


that  it  was  for  the  very  purpose  of  confiscating  and  using 
their  years  that  he  separated  and  transposed  the  kings ; and 
not  finding  even  so  enough,  he  added  to  his  first  six  dy- 
nasties after  Menes  (63  + 64+16  = ) 143  fictitious  years  of 
his  own,  as  has  been  shown  above.  And  the  question  as 
regards  the  Tanitcs  and  the  Memphites  being  so  disposed 
of,  it  is  needless  to  extend  it  to  the  years  of  the  other  two 
groups  of  Manes  whom  Manctho  has  left  anonymous. 

An  estimate  of  the  sum  of  the  years  of  the  kings  having 
been  thus  completed  for  so  much  of  the  papyrus  as  is  repre- 
sented by  figures  still  preserved,  it  remains  only  to  add  from 
Manetho’s  Dyn.  XVII  his  sum  of  260  years  for  the  Shep- 
herds, of  whom  the  papyrus  probably  named  not  six  only 
but  seven.  And  260  years  divided  by  7 give  an  apparent 
average  of  37£,  which  is  accidentally  far  below  the  truth. 
Then  17  more  reigns  of  Dyn.  XVIII  would  in  348  years 
have  20-jSj-  each;  and  2 reigns  of  Dyn.  XIX  in  78  years 
would  have  39  each.  The  whole  results  in  a tabular  form 
stand  as  follows : — 


Group*. 


r*p. 


Sum  of  yean.  Average.  Kinjr*.  Sum.  Axcngr. 


Tanitcs 

8 

+ 

0?  = 

8 

in 

190 

Tanitcs 

9 

+ 

10?  - 

19  | 

’ in 

205 

1 

[or  in 

265 

Sum : Tanitcs 

17 

+ 

10  - 

27 

in 

395 

Memphites 

9 

+ 

3?  = 

12? 

in 

214 

Memphites 

8 

+ 

14?  = 

22? 

in 

277 

Sum:  Mcmph. 

17 

+ 

17  - 

34 

in 

491 

Elcphantinites 

9 

+ 

9 = 

18 

in 

248 

Sum:  Kings 

43 

+ 

36  = 

79 

in 

1134 

Centr.  Memph. 

6 

+ 

4 = 

10 

in 

181 

Sum:  Kings 

49 

+ 

40  = 

89  | 

in 
or  in 

1315 

1375 

A by  d os  ? 

— 

18  = 

18{ 

in 
or  in 

331? 

271? 

Diospolites  ? 

16 

+ 

1 = 

17? 

in 

355 

Diospolites? 

— 

11  = 

11 

in 

243 

Diospolites? 

8 

— „ 

8 

in 

213 

Sum:  Kings 

73 

+ 

70  =143 

in 

2457 

Nubians 

36 

+ 107  =143 

in 

536 

Iferacleop.? 

— 

19  = 

19 

in 

71 

Shepherds 

6 

+ 

1 m 

7 

in 

260 

Diospolites 

17 

= 

17 

in 

348 

Diospolites 

2 

= 

2 

in 

78 

Mum:  Kings  134 

+ 

197  =331 

in 

3750 

have  23J  or  12)  >80  ('315 
lmve  10|J  or  15)  205  113)'] 
have  13)| 
have  14)5 

have  17)3  or  17)  2U  (12)$ 
have  12)3  or  17)  277  (l(+, 
have  14)) 
hare  13)| 

have  141“  or  79)  1194  (15,» 

have  IS,), 

have  14|g 

liave  15)J 

have  18)*, 

have  1 5^ 

have  20)5 

have  225, 

have  267, 

have  177f, 

have  3gj 

have  3|j 

have  37) 

have  20,*, 

have  39 

have  ll)5f 
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And  23,218  years  + 3744  + 5613  + 3750,  make  up 
36,525;  and  113  more  years  of  7 kings  being  added,  down 
to  the  end  of  the  14th  year  of  Scha-em-Djam,  the  last  king 
(the  last  but  one  in  the  lists)  of  Dyn.  XIX,  the  sum  total 
is  increased  to  13,420  years. 

Manetho  then,  as  it  seems,  instead  of  exaggerating,  really 
curtailed  the  gross  sum  of  the  years  of  the  kings  after 
Menes  ; and  he  still  more  curtailed  the  number  of  the  kings 
themselves ; and  some  whole  dynasties  of  Upper  Egypt  he 
omitted.  For  he  found  in  the  hieratic  lists  not  fewer  than 
3750  years  from  Menes  to  Rameses  III. ; and,  if  he  had 
added  on  to  these  the  978  which  had  passed  since,  there 
would  have  been  a sum  of  3750  + 978=4728  ; instead  of 
which  he  made  only  3555  years,  cutting  off  without  com- 
pensation (4728  — 3555  = ) 1173  years.  And  he  found  from 
Menes  to  Raineses  III.  the  number  of  331  kings;  to  which 
if  he  had  added  the  66  of  his  Book  III.,  there  would  have 
been  in  all  397.  But,  instead  of  so  doing,  he  seems  to  have 
placed  after  Menes  only  196  kings  in  all,  or  it  may  be  198, 
in  his  three  books,  viz.  66  in  Book  I.  ending  with  Amenemhe 
I.,  66  in  Book  II.,  or  68  (according  as  Dyn.  XVIII  reckoned 
16  or  17  kings,  and  the  first  two  of  the  seven  names  of  Dyn. 
XIX  were  taken  confusedly  together  or  divided),  and  66  in 
Book  III.  beginning  with  Raineses  III.  and  ending  with 
Kectanebo.  This  is  on  the  supposition  that  the  true  num- 
ber of  kings  in  his  Dyn.  XVI  (XIV  of  Ptolemy)  was  36. 
So  he  cut  off  from  the  331  predecessors  of  Rameses  III.  in 
the  hieratic  lists  no  fewer  than  (331—  134  or  132=)  197  or 
195  kings.  For  such  curtailments  one  intelligible  motive  has 
been  assigned  above,  though  the  end, as  it  regarded  the  Greeks, 
was  not  answered.  But  besides  this,  as  a native  of  Lower 
Egypt,  he  was  jealous  of  that  superiority  which  in  the  hieratic 
lists  seems  to  belong  to  the  Upper  Country,  whether  one 
considers  the  high  averages  of  the  reigns  of  many  of  its 
dynasties,  or  their  power  and  foreign  conquests  during  so 
many  ages,  or  the  multitude  of  their  kings,  even  of  those 
Nubians  who,  with  however  short  reigns,  were  still  kings ; 
while  to  Lower  Egypt  in  the  same  lists  there  belonged  fewer 
dynasties,  shorter  averages,  far  fewer  kings,  and  the  oppro- 
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brious  dominion  of  the  Shepherds.  This  therefore  also  was 
one  motive,  perhaps  the  first  and  chief  motive,  for  suppressing 
half  the  names  of  the  early  dynasties  of  Lower  Egypt,  that 
the  years  of  the  names  suppressed  might  be  available  towards 
making  out  for  the  remaining  kings  reigns  of  honourable 
length,  exceeding  in  their  average  the  highest  averages  of 
Upper  Egypt,  and  not  to  be  despised  even  if  compared  with 
the  reigns  or  generations  reckoned  by  the  Greeks  to  their 
kings  of  Sicy on  and  Argos.  And,  apart  from  any  other  motive, 
when  this  artifice  had  been  carried  into  execution  for  the 
kings  of  Lower  Egypt,  it  would  follow  of  course  to  suppress 
names  in  the  lists  of  the  Upper  Country  in  at  least  an 
equal  proportion,  and  together  with  the  names  to  suppress 
also  their  years,  unless  any  of  them  were  still  wanted  to  be 
transferred  to  the  kings  of  Lower  Egypt,  to  fill  up  the  high 
average  designed  for  them. 

Thus  one  may  understand  how  he  came  to  curtail  the  reigns 
in  the  papyrus  by  so  many  as  1173  years.  For  the  years  of 
the  hieratic  lists  for  the  kings  of  Lower  Egypt  he  has  by 
no  means  curtailed.  lie  has  given  them  every  one  ; and  he 
has  even  added  to  them  176  years  purely  fictitious.  But  it 
is  on  the  kings  of  Upper  Egypt  that  he  has  suppressed  the 
1173  years;  or  rather  (1173  + 176  = ) 1349;  since  the  176 
fictitious  years  also  added  to  the  kings  of  the  Lower  Country 
represent  as  many  subtracted  and  virtually  transferred  from 
those  of  the  Upper.  And  so  he  at  once  indulged  his  district 
patriotism,  and  obtained  for  his  historical  series  such  propor- 
tions as  he  thought  presentable  to  the  Greeks.  How  it  was 
that  he  did  not  let  the  Tanites  and  Memphites  whom  he 
displaced  below  Mencs  take  with  them  into  Amenti  their 
years,  has  been  explained  above ; and  if  he  wanted  their 
years,  but  did  not  want  those  of  the  kings  of  Upper  Egypt 
whose  similar  displacement  followed  as  a consequence,  he 
would  be  none  the  more  likely  on  this  account  to  continue 
to  the  ghost-kings  of  Upper  Egypt,  even  in  Amenti,  their 
true  reigns,  when  the  Tanite  and  Memphite  ghosts  had 
been  deprived  of  theirs.  Nor  would  the  true  averages  of  all 
the  Manes  have  suited  to  expand  into  month-years : those 
of  three  groups  out  of  the  four  would  have  been  far  too 
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long : while,  if  they  had  been  given  in  month-years  unmul- 
tiplied, they  would  have  betrayed  too  plainly  their  true 
nature,  being  not  only  mere  mortal  reigns,  but  reigns  most  of 
them  of  an  extraordinary  and  contemptible  shortness.  And 
all  speculation  on  the  subject  is  ended  when  one  notices,  and 
understands,  this  fact,  that  even  in  Amenti,  and  even  in 
dealing  with  ghost-kings,  they  are  only  the  Tanites  and  the 
Memphites,  those,  that  is,  of  Lower  Egypt,  whom  Manetho 
honours  so  far  as  to  number  or  to  name,  giving  only  through 
them  a covert  indication  of  the  sources  and  designations  and 
numbers  of  the  rest. 

If  we  compare  not  only  the  years  reckoned  to  the  kings 
and  dynasties  by  Manetho  and  by  the  hieratic  lists,  each  with 
each,  but  also  the  chronological  or  quasi-chronological  scale 
which  they  are  made  to  cover,  then  the  difference  between 
the  two  schemes  does  not  consist  merely  in  this, — that  Ma- 
nctho  has  suppressed  (1749 — 403  = ) 1346  years  between 
the  end  of  his  Dyn.  XIII  and  that  of  his  Dyn.  XVI,  and 
has  compensated  for  only  176  (in  truth  for  only  173)  of 
these  by  adding  176  fictitious  years  to  his  first  six  dynasties 
of  Lower  Egypt,  so  that  the  whole  defalcation  is  1170  or 
1173, — but  conjoined  with  this  difference  there  is  another 
in  the  scales  themselves  which  these  years  occupy ; some 
years  which  enter  into  the  scale  of  the  papyrus  and  are 
covered  by  its  kings  being  not  found  in  that  of  Manetho, 
while  other  years  inserted  by  Manetho  arc  absent  from  the 
scale  of  the  papyrus.  When  the  two  scales  are  paralleled  one 
with  another,  as  they  shall  be  a little  further  on,  so  that  the 
chronological  years  of  the  one  scale  are  in  one  and  the  same 
line  with  the  corresponding  years  of  the  other,  the  accession 
of  Mencs  seems  at  first  sight  to  be  set  in  the  scale  of  the 
papyrus  higher  by  no  less  than  (2025  + 242  + 341=)  2608 
years,  whether  real  or  nominal,  than  in  the  scale  of  Manetho. 
For  the  last  2025  of  those  9770  month-years  which  Manetho 
gives  to  his  Manes  belong  in  the  hieratic  scheme  to  Menes 
and  his  successors  : and  after  these  they  have  still  264  more 
month-years,  242  of  which  are  sunk  altogether  by  Manetho, 
inasmuch  as  he  reduces  the  last  264  of  the  month-years  to 
their  original  form  of  22  true  and  full  years ; and  with 
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these  22  years  Manetho  begins  the  monarchy : and,  lastly, 
the  kings  in  the  papyrus  cover  341  full  but  fictitious  years 
contained  in  every  cyclical  scheme,  but  omitted  by  Manetho, 
whose  scheme  was  not  cyclical.  But,  on  the  other  hand, 
Manetho  in  his  scale,  after  the  217  full  years  of  true 
reckoning  between  the  2922nd  full  or  the  35,064th  month- 
year  of  the  world  and  Menes,  inserts  1435  years  “ of  the 
Cycle  ” current  under  the  Ptolemies,  years,  that  is,  redupli- 
cated and  anticipated,  which  of  course  are  absent  from  the 
hieratic  scale.  And,  when  these  1435  are  deducted  from 
the  2608  above-mentioned,  the  whole  excess  of  the  papyrus 
between  Menes  and  Rameses  III.  is  reduced  to  1173  years. 
The  number  is  1173  rather  than  1170  because  in  the  176 
years  added  by  Manetho  to  his  first  six  dynasties  of  Lower 
Egypt  (though  we  have  reckoned  them  all  together)  there 
arc  three  units  which  do  not  really  tell  in  compensation  of 
any  three  years  of  the  gross  sum  of  1346  suppressed  by  him 
on  the  kings  of  Upper  Egypt.  They  represent  three  years 
suppressed  far  lower  down,  at  the  commencement  of  his 
Dyn.  XXVI,  and  so  are  not  to  be  reckoned  chronologically 
where  they  seem  to  stand,  added  on  to  the  reigns  of  Menes 
and  Athothis. 

To  come  back  at  length  to  Ptolemy  of  Mendes : — If 
Manetho  had  merely  transposed  and  put  up  above  Menes 
1 97  kings  in  four  groups  with  their  years,  whether  multi- 
plied by  12  or  unmultiplied,  and  Ptolemy  had  merely  chosen 
to  put  them  back  again  to  stand  below  Menes,  as  they  stood 
originally,  we  should  have  had  no  difficulty  in  recognising 
them  in  his  lists.  But  a simple  restoration  of  ejected  kings  of 
the  hieratic  list  to  their  proper  places,  and  of  misappropriated 
or  suppressed  years  to  their  true  owners,  was  as  far  from 
suiting  Ptolemy’s  purpose,  as  it  had  been  from  suiting  that 
of  Manetho  to  leave  them  unaltered.  In  his  own  cyclical 
scheme  Ptolemy  had  determined  to  add  to  the  kings  below 
Menes  not  merely  1173  but  1932  years.  So,  when  viewed 
in  the  gross,  his  addition  was  of  a compound  character. 
While  it  was  to  contain  1173  years  not  fabricated  but  re- 
stored, with  some  (10  + 30  + 30+107  + 19=)  196  or  197 
kings  to  whom  they  had  originally  belonged,  it  was  to  exhibit 
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together  with  these  as  many  as  759  fresh  years  of  its  own 
which  were  all,  as  connected  with  kings  (all  at  least  but  13 
below  Nectanebo),  purely  fictitious.  And  these  fictitious 
years  would  naturally  bring  with  them  some  fictitious  kings, 
unknown  to  the  hieratic  lists.  And,  besides  this  mixture 
of  historical  and  fictitious  materials,  even  in  restoring  the, 
years  suppressed,  and  in  retransposing  the  196  or  197  kings 
ejected  by  Manetho  and  transposed  so  as  to  stand  before 
Menes,  there  was  a wide  opening  for  inconsistency  and 
confusion.  For,  at  the  outset,  the  first  40  Tanite  and  Mem- 
phite kings  whom  Ptolemy  had  to  bring  back  from  the 
ghosts  of  Amenti,  would,  when  restored,  be  wholly  de- 
stitute of  years,  Manetho  having  provided  them  as  ghosts 
with  years  not  their  own  which  they  could  not  bring  back 
with  them,  while  he  had  given  away  all  their  historical  years 
to  other  kings,  once  their  companions,  out  of  whose  ranks  he 
had  ejected  them.  Neither  could  they  recover  their  lost 
places  in  those  six  dynasties  of  Lower  Egypt  to  which  they 
had  belonged ; at  least  not  unless  Manetho’s  artifices  were 
to  be  exposed  and  his  work  set  aside.  And  of  those  kings 
who  stood  next  in  order  for  restoration  according  to  the 
order  of  the  hieratic  lists  (these  being  the  [30]  ghost-kings 
of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  IV),  as  many  as  might  own  the  176  [173] 
additional  years  also  given  away  by  Manetho,  that  is,  9 
kings,  who  at  the  average  of  the  papyrus  for  their  group, 
viz.  18J5,  would  claim  165£  years,  would  be  in  the  same  pre- 
dicament, and  the  10th  king  also  to  the  extent  of  7£  years. 
And,  in  like  manner,  among  the  1173  years  to  be  reinserted 
(none  of  them  preserved  by  Manetho  to  his  Manes)  there 
were  many  which,  for  similar  reasons,  could  not  be  restored 
to  the  right  kings ; as  when  Manetho  had  included  their 
owners  in  one  or  other  of  his  three  early  dynasties  of  Upper 
Egypt  either  without  years,  or  in  connection  with  some  in- 
adequate sum  of  years,  and  even  those,  perhaps,  years  not 
really  belonging  to  them.  It  will  be  enough  then  if  the 
sources  of  Ptolemy’s  seven  fresh  dynasties,  as  regards  their 
years,  the  numbers  of  their  kings,  and  their  designations, 
can  he  made  out  in  a general  way. 

When  they  are  first  viewed  from  a distance,  as  it  were. 
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and  as  parts  of  a whole,  Ptolemy’s  new  dynasties  detach 
themselves  from  the  rest,  and  arrest  attention,  chiefly  by  two 
peculiarities,  — first,  that  they  are  all  anonymous  \ and, 
secondly,  that  they  are  interposed  and  appended,  as  far  as 
was  possible,  in  pairs,  and  with  a certain  symmetry  and  pro- 
priety of  order,  after  those  of  Manetho’s  groups  to  which 
they  are  akin  by  their  designations. 

The  fact  that  they  are  all  anonymous  of  itself  provokes 
suspicion ; and  it  may  keep  alive  a doubt,  even  after  it  is 
seen  to  be  probable  that  they  are  not  wholly  fictitious.  For 
it  may  be  thought  that,  if  Ptolemy  wished  to  make  a greater 
show  of  kings  than  Manetho,  and  had  in  the  hieratic  lists  a 
multitude  of  historical  names  which  Manetho  had  omitted, 
he  was  needlessly  making  the  worst  of  his  own  case  when  he 
neglected  to  transcribe  them.  And  so,  no  doubt,  it  would 
have  been,  if  historical  truth  had  been  thought  of.  But  his 
only  object  being  to  substitute  one  dishonest  scheme  for  an- 
other, with  as  little  change  as  possible,  and  Manetho  having 
already  introduced  several  anonymous  dynasties  not  only  for 
Manes,  but  also  for  historical  kings,  this  method,  the  easiest 
certainly  that  could  be  conceived,  might  seem  to  be  also  the 
most  convenient,  as  it  obviated  all  need  of  making  a patch- 
work  of  details,  and  obtained  at  once  the  end  desired  by 
homogeneous  additions  scarcely  distinguishable  from  the 
anonymous  dynasties  of  the  original  Manetho  ; while  a mere 
multitude  of  names,  if  they  had  been  transcribed  without 
explanations,  would  have  tended  rather  to  increase  than 
diminish  the  scepticism  and  contempt  of  Greek  readers. 

As  regards  the  order  of  the  fresh  dynasties,  it  is  this: 
First,  after  the  completion  of  Manetho’s  Memphites,  there  is 
an  insertion  of  two  fresh  dynasties  (Ptolemy’s  VII  and  VIII) 
of  Memphites.  And  after  these,  now  become  themselves  the 
last  of  the  dynasties  of  Lower  Egypt,  there  are  again  ap- 
pended, as  if  in  the  natural  order  of  progression  towards  the 
Upper  Country,  a pair  of  dynasties  (Ptolemy’s  IX  and  X) 
called  Heracleopolite.  For  the  Heracleopolite  Nome  was  the 
last  of  Upper  Egypt,  and  on  the  very  frontier  of  Lower. 
Then,  after  Manetho’s  Diospolite  dynasties  XIV  and  XV 
(XI  and  XII  of  Ptolemy),  there  is  a third  insertion  of  Dios- 
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polites.  And  since  seven  fresh  dynasties  could  not  by  them- 
selves be  arranged  in  four  pairs,  an  addition  of  40  kings  is 
made  to  Manetho’s  next  following  dynasty,  XVI,  so  that 
Ptolemy’s  new  dynasty,  XIII,  and  the  addition  made  to 
Manetho’s  Dyn.  XVI  (Ptolemy’s  XIV)  become  together,  as 
it  were,  a pair  of  new  Diospolite  dynasties.  And  lower  down, 
after  Manetho’s  Shepherds,  there  is  a fourth  and  last  inser- 
tion of  a pair  of  fresh  dynasties  (Ptolemy’s  XVI  and  XVII) 
of  Shepherds.  The  second  of  these  two  last-mentioned  dy- 
nasties is  doubly  furnished  with  kings,  having  exactly  43 
Diospolites  joined  with  its  43  Shepherds,  so  that  each  Shep- 
herd king  has  a Diospolite  for  his  contemporary  and  col- 
league, or  rather  for  his  subordinate,  since  the  Shepherds  are 
named  first,  and  the  dynasty,  in  appearance  at  least,  belongs 
to  them.  Underneath  this  combination,  made  for  Ptolemy’s 
own  purposes,  there  is  a disguised  and  accidental,  but  still 
a valuable  admission  of  historical  truth. 

If  we  now  approach  nearer,  and  examine  the  new  dynasties 
in  detail,  in  the  first  which  presents  itself,  Ptolemy’s  Dyn. 
VII,  we  find  a group  of  lxx  kings,  called  Memphites,  entirely 
destitute  of  years.  Forty  of  these  we  might  have  been 
prepared  for,  and  we  might  have  identified  them  with  the 
x Tanites  and  the  xxx  Memphites  of  Manetho’s  Dynasties 
VI  and  V of  Manes,  since  it  was  from  the  same  six  dynasties 
to  which  Ptolemy  appends  his  Memphites  without  years, 
that  Manetho  had  ejected  40  kings,  giving  away  all  their 
years  to  others,  who  had  once  been  their  neighbours.  And 
the  remaining  thirty  of  thcBe  lxx,  by  their  continuity  and 
coherence  with  the  forty,  should  be  the  remaining  30  of 
that  whole  number  of  70  kings  which  Manetho  ejected  from 
the  first  143  of  the  hieratic  lists.  They  will  be  the  [xxx] 
also  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  IV  of  Manes.  The  audacity  of  thus 
pretending  a dynasty  of  70  kings  in  70  days,  is  no  doubt 
surprising,  even  though  it  may  answer  some  purpose  of 
neatness  and  symmetry,  and  though  it  may  contain  an 
enigma.  But  perhaps  Ptolemy  would  have  suggested  to 
any  Greek  questioner,  that  these  70  kings  were  in  fact  the 
conspirators  who,  after  assassinating  the  last  king  of  his  Dy- 
nasty VI  (XIII  of  Manetho),  wore  the  crown,  like  Intcrreges, 
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in  turn,  each  for  his  day,  and  banqueted  till  Nitocris  let  the 
river  in  upon  them. 

On  allowing  that  these  are  the  70  names  first  ejected  by 
Manetho  from  his  lists  between  Menes  and  the  end  of  his 
Dyn.  XV  (XII  of  Ptolemy),  the  same  70  as  constitute  his 
first  three  groups  of  ghost-kings,  it  follows  next  to  inquire 
after  the  years  of  the  last  30  of  them, — how  many  of  these 
years  there  may  have  been  in  all,  and  how  many,  after 
deducting  the  176  [173]  virtually  transferred  from  them  by 
Manetho  to  his  six  favoured  dynasties,  still  remain  to  be 
accounted  for  by  Ptolemy?  Now  their  whole  sum  was 
originally  (331 +355  + 243  + 213  = ) 1142,  less  by  213  reck- 
oned by  Manetho,  and  really  belonging,  to  the  viii  kings  of 
his  Dyn.  XV  (XII  of  Ptolemy),  and  less,  moreover,  by  as 
many  years  as  may  belong  to  the  xvi  kings  not  ejected  by 
Manetho,  but  reckoned  to  his  Dyn.  XIV  (XI  of  Ptolemy). 
But  then,  as  Manetho  suppresses  all  the  years  of  these  xvi 
kings,  Ptolemy  has  to  account  for  these  years  also.  So  he 
has  to  account  for  all  the  years,  being  (1142  — 213=)  929, 
both  of  the  30  kings  transferred  by  Manetho  to  the  Manes 
(these  are  the  Manes  of  his  first  group,  which  was  his 
Dynasty  IV),  and  of  the  xvi  Diospolites  whom  he  has 
admitted  into  his  Dyn.  XIV,  but  without  either  their  names 
or  their  years.  And  all  these  years  Ptolemy  ought  in 
strictness  to  exhibit  (if  that  were  possible)  unattached  to 
kings;  seeing  that  30  of  the  kings  to  whom  they  belong 
have  already  been  exhibited  by  himself,  and  the  remaining 
16  by  Manetho,  separately,  without  years.  He  should,  in 
fact,  have  had  a dynasty  (if  dynasty  it  could  be  called),  or 
three  dynasties  (since  there  are  three  in  the  hieratic  list) 
like  the  “ xv  generations  of  the  Cycle  ” in  the  Chronicle,  in 
which  to  place  these  929,  or  (deducting  the  176  given  away 
by  Manetho)  these  753  years,  unattached  to  kings.  And 
if,  on  the  contrary,  he  gives  these  years  not  unattached,  but 
with  kings  as  a vehicle  for  carrying  them,  then,  whatever 
other  purposes  of  indication  the  kings  so  interpolated  may 
answer,  they  must  be  regarded  in  the  connection  in  which 
they  stand  as  the  mere  doubles  and  representatives  of  the 
owners,  not  as  being  themselves  the  owners,  of  the  years 
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attached  to  them.  The  first  division  of  these  years  in  the 
papyrus  was  estimated  at  331,  which,  upon  deduction  of  the 
176  [173]  years  given  away  by  Manetho,  should  become 
155  [158].  But  Ptolemy  having  already  bestowed  13  new 
years  (in  addition  to  all  Manetho’s  liberalities)  on  two  of 
the  six  favoured  dynasties  (his  own  IV  and  VI,  which  were 
1 XI  and  XIII  of  Manetho),  if  he  had  made  exactly  the  same 
division  with  our  estimate  or  with  the  papyrus,  would  have 
had  142  [145]  years  only  to  place  in  his  first  new  dynasty 
with  years,  that  is,  in  his  Dyn.  VIII.  And,  in  fact,  ho 
scarcely  differs  from  this  number ; for,  after  his  Dyn.  VII  of 
the  lxx  Memphites  without  years,  he  inserts  as  a pair  to 
this  another  new  dynasty  with  146  years,  exceeding,  as  it 
seems,  by  only  4 [in  truth  by  only  1]  the  sum  which  we 
should  have  calculated;  and  he  attaches  these  years,  as  to  a ve- 
hicle, to  27  fictitious  kings,  doubles  of  as  many  among  the  lxx 
Memphites  (viz.  those  from  the  41st  to  the  67th  inclusively) 
of  the  preceding  dynasty,  and  corresponding  to  9 kings  more 
than  the  (176  or  173  4- 13  + 146  =)  335  or  332  years  hitherto 
accounted  for  require.  For  to  the  331  years  there  are  in 
the  hieratic  list  only  xviii  kings.  He  then  continues,  as 
might  have  been  expected,  to  give  the  rest  of  the  753  years, 
and  completes  them  exactly  by  his  two  Heracleopolite  dy- 
nasties IX  and  X;  since  409  and  185  years  added  to  13  and 
146,  make  up  exactly  753.  And  these  two  dynasties  again 
have  their  years  attached  to  fictitious  kings,  who  are  19  in 
each,  the  19  of  Dyn.  IX  being  the  doubles  of  the  last  3 of  the 
lxx  Memphites  of  Dyn.  VII,  and  the  doubles  of  all  the  xvi  of 
Manetho’s  Dyn.  XIV  (XI  of  Ptolemy),  and  correspond- 
ing to  the  remaining  19  kings  of  the  papyrus  down  to  the 
commencement  of  that  line  which  makes  Dyn.  XV  of  Ma- 
nctho  (XII  of  Ptolemy).  Thus  Ptolemy  has  already  doubled 
all  the  kings  belonging  to  the  753  years,  those,  that  is,  of 
the  three  lines  of  xviii,  xvii,  and  xi  kings  in  the  papyrus, 
and  of  Manetho’s  two  Dynasties  IV  (of  ghosts),  and  XIV 
(after  Menes)  with  [xxx]  and  xvi  kings,  before  he  has  com- 
pleted the  exhibition  of  their  years.  So,  then,  the  number  of 
19  kings,  when  repeated  with  the  remaining  185  years,  has 
no  other  sense  than  that  of  marking  a number  of  19  kings 
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not  wanted  here,  but  perhaps  corresponding  as  an  indication 
to  some  other  19,  as  yet  unknown,  who  may  be  wanted 
somewhere  else. 

And  thus  Ptolemy  has  accounted  both  for  the  70  kings 
ejected  by  Manetho  from  those  143  of  the  papyrus  which 
preceded  Dyn.  XVI  of  Manetho  (his  own  XIV),  and  also 
separately  for  the  753  years  suppressed  by  Manetho  either 
on  the  last  30  of  these  same  70  kings,  or  on  the  xvi  of  his 
Dyn.  XIV  (XI  of  Ptolemy)  ; and  he  has  given  ns  vehicles 
for  these  years  doubles  of  the  last-mentioned  46  kings  pur- 
posely misappropriated  to  two  divisions  only  instead  of  all 
the  three  divisions  of  the  years,  in  order  by  such  crowding 
to  gain  room  for  introducing  19  more  supernumeraries,  who 
arc  at  present  only  doubles  of  doubles,  and  doubly  nonen- 
tities. 

Since  the  753  years  belong  all  to  only  (xviii  + xvii  + xi  of 
the  Papyrus,  or  xxx+xvi  of  Manetho,  or  27 + 19  of  Pto- 
lemy =)  46  kings,  or  in  the  absence  of  the  true  kings  to  only 
46  doubles  representing  them,  and  yet  19  additional  fictitious 
kings,  who  are  not  the  doubles  of  any  of  the  46,  were  for  some 
bye  end  to  be  here  inserted,  it  was  natural  to  give  to  these 
19  intruders  some  of  the  years;  some  of  the  years  being  in 
this  supcrfoctation  of  artifice  needed  as  a vehicle  for  carrying 
the  19  supernumerary  kings,  just  as  the  preceding  (27  + 19 
= ) 46  kings  of  Ptolemy’s  Dynasties  VIII  and  IX,  who  are 
doubles,  were  vehicles  for  carrying  years.  But  why  the 
number  of  185  years  (aftbrding  9|*  to  each)  should  be  de- 
tached and  given  to  them,  rather  than  any  other,  does  not  at 
once  appear.  It  may  be  remarked,  however,  that  if  it  was 
for  the  sake  of  these  1 9 supernumeraries  alone  that  Ptolemy 
varied  at  all  from  the  papyrus  in  his  subdivisions  whether  of 
the  46  kings  or  of  their  753  years,  the  cause  or  motive  for 
the  amount  of  his  variation  is  to  be  sought  not  in  any  uncer- 
tainty as  to  the  historical  subdivisions  of  all  the  753  years 
(with  176  or  173  besides)  among  only  46  kings,  but  in  some 
other  consideration.  It  may  be,  then,  that  the  precise 
number  of  185  years  originated  merely  in  this  accident,  that 
185  was  the  remainder  after  the  sum  of  Ptolemy’s  preceding 
Dynasty  IX  had  been  fixed  at  409  years  ; and  a reason  for 
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giving  to  Dyn.  IX  19  of  the  46  kings  (since  they  were  all  to 
be  crowded  into  it  and  Dyn.  VIII)  and  409  of  the  years 
still  undisposed  of  may  be  found  in  the  desire  to  mark  here 
the  true  average  of  the  hieratic  lists  for  the  46  historical 
kings  to  whom  these  (176  + 753  = ) 929  years  given  away  or 
suppressed  by  Manctho  belonged.  For  if  409  be  divided 
by  19  the  quotient  is  21-|-£,  which  differs  but  little  from  the 
mean  average  of  the  papyrus  for  its  three  groups  of  (xviii  + 
xvii  + xi,  making)  xlvi  kings  who  have  in  (331+355  + 
243  = ) 929  years  20^-  each  : and  it  approaches  very  closely 
indeed  to  the  average  of  the  second  and  third  of  the  three 
groups,  the  28  kings  of  which  have  in  598  years  21-J-£  years 
each.  It  may  be  asked  why  the  46  kings  of  the  papyrus  or 
their  doubles  should  have  been  so  divided  by  Ptolemy  into 

27  and  19,  in  his  Dynasties  VIII  and  IX,  as  that  27  of 
them  should  stand  first  with  an  apparent  average  in  146 
years  of  only  5-J-f,  (exceeding  by  but  little  that  of  Manetho’s 
Dyn.  IV  of  Manes),  and  then  the  19  kings  remaining  should 
require  409  years  to  exhibit  the  historical  average  of  the 
papyri,  and  leave  the  remainder,  being  185,  to  the  supernu- 
meraries who  were  to  follow ; whereas,  in  truth,  18  of  the 
46  doubles  only  were  needed  for  the  years  of  Ptolemy’s 
Dyn.  VIII ; and  he  might  either  have  put  all  the  remaining 

28  doubles  into  his  Dyn.  IX,  or  divided  them  between  his 
Dynasties  VIII  and  IX  in  some  other  proportion  than  that 
of  9 and  19.  But  in  this  way  he  could  not  have  exhibited 
at  all,  for  any  of  these  kings,  an  average  like  that  of  20  or  21 
years  given  to  them  in  the  papyri.  The  146  years  (repre- 
senting really  331),  with  at  least  18  kings,  being  fixed  for 
him  above,  and  some  years,  whether  more  or  fewer  than  185, 
suitable  for  his  19  supernumeraries  being  necessarily  to  be 
reserved  for  them  below,  (and  he  could  not  give  them  less 
than  the  lowest  average  of  the  Nubians  and  Heracleopolitea 
of  the  papyri  or  of  Manetho’s  Manes,  and  so  they  would 
claim  at  least  70  years,)  it  appears  that  he  could  in  no  case 
have  had  in  his  intermediate  Dyn.  IX  more  than  about  (409 
+ 100=)  509  years,  nor  have  placed  in  it  (if  he  'wished  it  to 
exhibit  an  average  of  20  or  21  years)  more  than  (19  + 5 = ) 
24  of  the  46  kings.  So  many  as  24  he  might  no  doubt 
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have  placed  in  it;  but  he  probably  had  some  reason  for 
wishing  to  mark  in  his  Dyn.  VIII  the  number  of  27  kings; 
and  he  certainly  wished  to  mark  the  number  of  19  kings  in 
his  Dyn.  X.  And  these  two  numbers  taken  together,  above 
and  below,  would  require  as  a consequence  the  repetition  of 
the  number  19  for  the  kings  of  the  intermediate  Dyn.  IX. 
And,  even  if  he  had  not  cared  to  mark  the  number  of  27 
kings,  still,  the  less  that  the  number  19,  which  he  certainly 
wished  to  mark,  was  confused  with  other  numbers  of  no 
designed  significancy,  the  more  it  would  stand  out  and  in- 
vite attention.  So  that  its  reduplication  after  the  number  of 
27  kings  would  rather  tell  towards  the  emphasis  desired ; 
whereas,  if  it  had  merely  followed  in  a series  after  two 
other  numbers  of  no  designed  meaning  (as  after  24  for  Dyn. 
VIII  and  22  for  Dyn.  IX)  no  emphasis  would  have  attached 
to  it;  and  if  the  number  23  had  been  given  to  both  the 
preceding  dynasties,  it  would  have  been  to  this  number  23 
that  an  emphasis  would  have  attached,  rather  than  to  the  19 
which  followed.  It  may  be,  moreover,  that  Ptolemy  wished 
the  sum  of  185  years  and  a low  average  in  his  Dyn.  X to 
correspond  symmetrically  at  the  end  of  his  Ileracleopolites 
to  the  somewhat  similar  sums  of  146  years  at  the  end  of  the 
Memphites  (in  his  Dyn.  VIII),  of  184  at  the  end  of  the 
Diospolitcs  in  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XVI  (his  own  XIV),  and  of 
151  in  his  Dyn.  XVII  at  the  end  of  the  Shepherds.  These 
four  sums  are  all  small  in  proportion  to  the  number  of  kings 
linked  to  them;  and  they  indicate  for  27,  19,  76,  and  43 
kings  respectively  averages  of  only  5j-J,  9}*,  2-fJ,  and  3*5 
years,  averages  which  seem  intended  to  hint  the  identity  of 
many  of  Ptolemy’s  restored,  and  the  affinity  of  his  fictitious, 
kings  with  those  of  Manetho’s  mythological  Dynasties  VI, 
V,  IV,  and  VII,  and  of  his  historical  Dynasty  XVI ; while 
on  the  other  hand  Ptolemy’s  four  new  Dynasties  VII,  IX, 
XIII,  and  XIV,  preceding  and  coupled  with  the  four  above- 
mentioned,  exhibit  (all  but  the  first  of  them,  his  Dyn.  VII, 
which  has  no  years)  such  averages  as  seem  to  have  belonged 
historically  to  the  kings  owning  the  same  years  in  the 
hieratic  lists.  For  in  the  first  of  Ptolemy’s  pair  of  Heracle- 
opolite  dynasties,  his  Dyn.  IX,  the  19  kings  in  409  years 
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have,  as  has  been  shown  above,  an  average  of  21  j-J  years, 
agreeing  with  that  of  the  papyrus  for  the  historical  kings 
corresponding.  And,  lower  down,  if  Ptolemy’s  kijigs  in  his 
two  Dynasties  XIII  and  XIV,  viz.  60  and  40  or  60  and  76, 
making  100  or  136,  be  taken  together  (for  none  of  Manetho’s 
36,  still  less  of  Ptolemy’s  40  kings  in  his  Dyn.  XIV,  have 
any  real  claim  upon  its  184  years,  while  they  certainly  all 
belong  to  one  and  the  same  historical  connection),  the  453 
years  of  Ptolemy’s  Dyn.  XIII  afford  to  the  100  or  136 
kings  an  average  of  either  4^,/l  or  3^/g,  which  would  differ 
but  little  from  the  average  of  the  papyrus  for  their  group, 
even  if  there  were  no  error  in  this  way  of  treating  the  two 
dynasties.  And,  lastly,  the  32  kings  of  the  first  of  Ptolemy’s 
two  dynasties  of  Shepherds  have  in  518  years  16^-  each 
being  the  ideal  average  chosen  by  him  as  his  own  for  the 
fictitious  kings  who  are  mere  vehicles  for  his  own  fictitious 
years.  And  this  is  an  average  agreeing  perhaps  very  nearly 
with  the  highest  given  in  the  papyrus  to  any  of  those  six 
dynasties  of  Lower  Egypt  to  which  Manctho  has  given 
reigns  of  above  30  years  each.  For  if  there  were  in  the 
papyrus  17  kings  corresponding  to  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XI  (IV 
of  Ptolemy),  these  in  277  years  would  have  1 6^,  each. 

Having  restored  in  a body,  without  years,  all  those  70 
kings  whom  Manetho  had  transposed  from  among  the  first 
143  kings  of  the  papyri  to  stand  with  month-years  not  their 
own  as  Manes,  — having  also  restored  separately  all  those 
753  years  of  the  papyri  which  Manetho  had  suppressed  be- 
tween the  ends  of  his  two  Dynasties  XIII  and  XIV  (VI 
and  XI  of  Ptolemy),  — and  not  only  so,  but  having  also 
connected  with  these  753  years  46  doubles  of  their  46  owners 
in  the  papyri,  and  19  supernumerary  fictitious  kings  besides, 
Ptolemy  reproduces  unaltered  Manetho’s  Dynasties  XIV 
and  XV  as  his  own  XI  and  XII,  and  so  brings  us  down  to 
the  end  of  the  first  half  of  the  Kamak  Chamber,  and  to  the 
end  of  the  first  series  of  143  names  in  the  hieratic  lists  cor- 
responding to  the  same. 

Here,  at  the  end  of  his  Dyn.  XII  (XV  of  Manetho), 
Ptolemy,  by  retaining  Manetho’s  Dynasties  XIV  and  XV 
unaltered,  has  a surplus  of  6 years  telling  towards  the  years 
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of  the  Nubian  group  which  next  follows.  For  in  separating 
Amenemhe  I.  and  attaching  both  him  and  his  16  years,  and 
43  other  years,  all  in  truth  belonging  to  Dyn.  XV,  to  his 
anonymous  Dyn.  XIV  for  a purpose  explained  elsewhere, 
Manetho  reduplicated  6 years ; so  that  when  the  43  and  the 
1 6 are  restored  to  his  Dyn.  XV  (XII  of  Ptolemy)  they  raise 
its  sum  from  160  to  219  years,  6 years  above  the  true  sum 
given  by  the  papyrus. 

Of  the  next  great  group  of  143  Nubian  names  in  the 
papyrus  answering  to  the  second  half  of  the  ICarnak  Chamber, 
which  is  to  one’s  right,  and  matching  the  other  143  names 
preceding,  — as  the  30  Nubian  cartouches  to  one’s  right  in 
the  Karnak  Chamber  match  the  32  of  other  lines  to  one’s 
left  in  the  same,  — Manetho  had  given  a representation  in 
the  xxxvi  kings  of  his  Dyn.  XVI.  But  these  kings  again, 
like  the  xvi  of  his  Dyn.  XIV,  were  without  either  names  or 
years ; for  the  184  years  ostensibly  attached  to  them  be- 
longed to  them  no  more  than  the  16  and  the  43  belonged  to 
his  Dyn.  XIV,  but  were  added  only  as  a covert  indication  of 
something  else.  And  as  for  the  other  19  kings  following  in 
the  papyrus  after  the  143  Nubians,  Manetho  had  preserved 
no  trace  either  of  their  names  or  of  their  years.  One  too  of 
the  Shepherd-kings,  the  last,  he  probably  had  omitted.  So 
Ptolemy  had  to  account  either  for  all  the  (536  + 71  = ) 607 
years  belonging  to  (141  + 19  = ) 162  names  in  the  papyri, 
or  for  only  (607  — 184  = ) 423,  if  he  chose  to  let  the  184 
years  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XVI,  though  not  really  belonging 
to  its  kings,  tell  towards  their  reigns.  And  he  had  to  account 
either  for  all  the  ( 143  + 19  + 1 =)  163  names  of  the  papyrus, 
if  in  exhibiting  the  years  he  doubled  those  xxxvi  kings  of 
Manctho’s  Dyn.  XVI  whom  Manetho  had  deprived  of  their 
true  years  like  the  xvi  of  his  Dyn.  XIV,  but  like  them  had 
not  suppressed  (and  this  one  might  expect  Ptolemy  to  do, 
since  he  had  already  in  a like  case  doubled  the  xvi  kings 
of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XIV) ; — or,  if  he  pleased,  he  might  let 
the  xxxvi  kings  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XVI  reckon  with  the 
184  years  attached  to  them,  as  if  they  were  the  true  owners 
of  those  years ; and  in  this  case  he  would  have  to  account 
only  for  the  remainder,  viz.  for  (143 — 36  = ) 127  of  the 
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Nubian  kings,  for  the  19  of  the  group  following  them,  and  for 
1 Shepherd.  In  point  of  fact  it  is  the  former  of  these  two 
methods  which  he  has  adopted.  Setting  aside  Manetho’s 
Dyn.  XVI  as  altogether  inadequate  both  in  its  number  of 
xxxvi  kings,  not  really  owners  of  the  184  years,  and  in  its 
sum  of  184  years,  not  really  belonging  to  the  xxxvi  kings, 
Ptolemy  confiscates  both  the  xxxvi  kings  and  the  184  years 
to  his  own  use ; and  having  thus  made  a tabula  rasa,  as  it 
were,  before  beginning,  he  exhibits  himself  de  novo,  irre- 
spectively of  Manetho,  the  full  number  of  the  (143  + 19  + 
1=)  162  or  163  kings,  and  the  whole  sum  of  the  (536  + 
71  = ) 607  years  of  the  papyri.  He  exhibits  them  thus : — 
Using  the  designation  “ Diospolite”  in  a wide  sense  so  as  to 
cover  the  Nubians,  in  like  manner  as  he  had  before  used  the 
designation  “ Memphite”  in  a wide  sense  so  as  to  cover  the 
Tanites  and  Elephantinites  or  Heliopolitans,  he  places  60  of 
them  in  his  Dyn.  XIII,  and  to  these  he  indirectly  adds  40 
more  by  interpolating  40  kings  without  years  into  Manetho’s 
Dyn.  XVI  (his  own  XIV)  where  they  could  have  claimed 
no  share  in  the  years  of  Manetho’s  xxxvi  kings  even  if  those 
kings  had  had  there  any  years  really  their  own  to  defend. 
And  having  thus  a compact  body  of  (60  + 40  = ) 100  kings 
to  begin  with,  one  must  look  down  a little  lower  to  find  the 
complementary  number  of  43  more  Diospolites  still  wanting ; 
and  these  we  find  in  Ptolemy’s  Dyn.  XVII,  with  a sum  of 
151  years.  And  if  one  puts  together  all  the  years  which 
Ptolemy  has  attached  to  these  143  Nubian  kings,  viz.  453 
in  his  Dyn.  XIII  + 0 in  his  Dyn.  XIV,  + 151  in  his  Dyn. 
XVII,  and  adds  the  surplus  of  6 years  mentioned  above  as 
remaining  over  and  to  be  carried  forward  from  his  Dyn. 
XII  (XV  of  Manetho),  they  make  a sum  of  610  years, 
which  contains  not  only  all  the  536  given  by  the  hieratic 
list  to  its  143  Nubian  kings,  but  also  the  71  given  (at  the 
same  average)  to  the  19  Hcracleopolites  following  the 
Nubians ; and  3 years  besides  ; which  last  3 years  are  the  3 
units  thrown  up  and  added  by  Manetho  to  Menes  and 
Athothis,  but  belonging  chronologically  to  certain  years 
suppressed  by  him  before  the  commencement  of  his  Dyn. 
XXVI.  Having  found,  then,  in  one  and  the  same  sum 
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with  the  years  of  the  143  Nubians  the  years  also  of  the  19 
Ileracleopolites,  without  their  owners,  we  must  look  else- 
where in  Ptolemy’s  scheme  for  some  indication  at  least  of 
these  19  kings,  if  we  can  find  marked  anywhere  the  number 
of  19  kings  not  identifiable  with  any  other  historical  kings, 
nor  in  possession  of  years.  Such  precisely  are  those  19 
Ileracleopolites  of  Ptolemy’s  Dyn.  X who  when  we  first 
came  u]>on  them  seemed  to  be  introduced  in  mere  wanton- 
ness, and  only  to  make  confusion.  But  now  we  understand 
what  was  meant  by  those  19  supernumeraries.  Ptolemy’s 
purpose  too  in  making  the  indication  where  he  did  is  intel- 
ligible, when  one  considers  that  so  the  19  Ileracleopolites 
were  both  exhibited,  through  their  years,  united  with  the 
143  Nubians,  as  in  the  papyri,  and  were  also  indicated,  and 
even  inserted  in  a manner,  in  that  place  in  the  lists  which 
best  suited  their  local  order,  when  the  native  dynasties  were 
enumerated  from  Tunis  and  the  North  southwards.  Their 
contiguity,  too,  to  the  Shepherds  was  hinted  perhaps  in  Pto- 
lemy’s Dyn.  X by  the  sum  of  185  years  seemingly  attached 
to  them,  and  nearly  identical  with  that  of  184  really  belong- 
ing to  the  Shepherds,  and  transferred  to  the  Nubians  as 
their  contemporaries  both  by  Manetho  in  his  Dyn.  XVI, 
and  indirectly  also  by  the  Theban  priests  who  constructed 
the  list  of  Eratosthenes.  Ptolemy  also,  in  his  own  exhi- 
bition of  the  143  Nubians,  retained  and  repeated  (in  his  Dyn. 
XVII)  the  hint  given  by  Manetho,  in  his  Dyn.  XVI,  of 
some  connection  between  the  time  of  the  Shepherd  supre- 
macy and  the  time  not  only  of  the  Ileracleopolites  but  of  the 
Nubians.  For  in  Dynasty  XVII  of  Ptolemy  43  of  the 
Nubians  or  Diospolites  are  presented  as  contemporaries  and 
colleagues,  or  rather  as  subordinates  (since  they  are  men- 
tioned last  and  the  others  first),  to  precisely  the  same  number 
of  Shepherds.  And  the  151  years  there  given  to  the 
Shepherds  with  their  subordinate  Diospolites  or  Nubians 
answer  exactly  to  those  150  years  in  Herodotus  during  which 
(so  the  priests  told  him)  Egypt  was  subjected  to  a Typhonian 
influence  under  the  Shepherds  and  their  Memphite  vassals. 

The  19  unattached  Heracleopolites  being  brought  down 
then  from  Ptolemy’s  Dyn.  X (and  leaving  all  the  594  years 
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of  that  and  the  preceding  dynasty  free  to  be  divided  in  the 
proportions  of  the  papyrus  among  the  28  kings  really  owning 
them,  or  at  least  among  the  28  doubles  of  these  kings),  and 
the  (60  + 40  + 43  = ) 143  Diospolites  or  Nubians  of  Pto- 
lemy’s Dynasties  XIII,  XIV,  and  XVII  having  the  19 
Heracleopolites  added  to  them,  the  full  number  of  162  is 
thus  exhibited,  answering  to  the  (143+19  = ) 162  of  the 
papyrus.  And  Ptolemy’s  years  for  all  these  kings  in  his  Dy- 
nasties XIII,  XIV,  and  XVII  (453 +0+ 151)  being  thrown 
together,  their  sum  604,  divided  by  162,  gives  the  average 
of  3|Ti,  or  about  3 years  and  9 months,  as  in  the  papyrus. 

Now  too,  at  length,  it  may  be  perceived  that  Ptolemy 
had  a reason  for  preferring  the  number  of  27  fictitious  kings 
or  doubles  for  his  Dyn.  VIII  to  any  other  of  the  two  or 
three  others  open  to  him.  For  thus,  besides  exhibiting  him- 
self the  162  kings  and  the  607  years  of  the  papyrus  in  full, 
he  could  also  indicate  that  addition  or  supplement  of  127 
only  of  these  kings  which  would  have  been  needed,  if  he 
had  let  the  xxxvi  kings  of  Manetbo’s  Dyn.  XVI  (his  own 
XIV)  tell  towards  exhibiting  the  Nubian  group.  For 
upon  that  view,  127  fresh  kings  being  wanted,  100  of  them 
are  ready  on  the  spot,  and  coalesce  with  the  xxxvi  of  Ma- 
netho:  and  the  remaining  27  are  indicated  by  the  27  fictitious 
kings  of  Ptolemy’s  Dyn.  VIII,  who  are  not  really  Mem- 
phites, nor  really  attached  to  the  years  of  which  they  are  the 
vehicles.  So  Ptolemy’s  main  body  of  100  Diospolites  or 
Nubians,  being  placed  in  the  midst,  may  be  made  to  coalesce 
at  will  either  with  the  43  of  his  Dyn.  XIII  below,  so  as  to 
exhibit  the  whole  sum  of  the  papyrus  independently  of 
Manetho,  or  with  the  27  of  his  Dyn.  VIII  above,  so  as  to 
exhibit  the  same  sum  in  conjunction  with  Manetho. 

Lastly,  for  his  own  addition  of  759  fresh  years,  equally 
absent  from  the  hieratic  lists  and  from  Manetho : — these  are 
to  be  found  in  the  184  years  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XVI  (Pto- 
lemy’s XIV),  really  the  time  of  the  Shepherd  supremacy, 
which  Ptolemy  appropriates,  the  xxxvi  kings,  really  se- 
parate, being  available  either  as  mere  vehicles  for  the  years, 
or  for  any  other  purpose,  such  as  that  a little  before  ex- 
plained. These  184  years,  with  the  518  of  his  own  new 
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Dyn.  XVI  of  “ 32  Shepherds  who  were  Greeks  ” make 
together  a sum  of  702 ; and  the  full  number  of  759  is  com- 
pleted by  some  lesser  additions  for  which  he  saw  oppor- 
tunities in  Manetho's  following  dynasties,  additions  similar 
to  those  of  6 years  to  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XI  and  7 to  Manetho’s 
Dyn.  XIII  which  have  been  mentioned  above.  These  later 
additions  telling  towards  his  own  759  years  are,  first,  one  of 
24  years  and  2 months  to  the  259  years  and  10  months  of 
Manetho’s  vi  Shepherds ; then  15  years  inserted  in  the 
middle  of  Dyn.  XVIII  (which  would  have  been  in  some 
sense  a chronological  restoration,  if  he  had  not  also  retained 
at  the  head  of  Dyn.  XIX  Manetho’s  compensation  for  the 
omission  of  the  same) ; and,  lastly,  5 years  really  new,  being 
part  of  12  years  and  6 months  which  he  seems  to  add  to  the 
150  years  and  6 months  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XXVI. 

The  true  average  of  the  6 Shepherds  of  Manetho’s  Dyn. 
XVII  was  already  so  prodigious,  that  it  excites  surprise  and 
curiosity  to  find  Ptolemy,  as  it  were  in  mere  wantonness, 
selecting  that  dynasty  for  exaggeration.  The  more  so,  as  the 
Shepherds  are  the  last  of  all  the  kings  for  whom  we  should 
have  expected  any  native  Egyptian  scheme  to  multiply  cither 
reigns  or  years.  That  feeling,  however,  which  shews  itself 
so  strongly  in  the  statements  of  Herodotus  and  in  the  ano- 
nymous and  misplaced  Dyn.  XXVII  of  the  Chronicle,  was 
already,  even  when  Manetho  wrote,  somewhat  less  violent 
(the  remembrance  of  the  Persian  yoke  being  less  recent, 
and  putting  him  less  in  mind  of  the  earlier  Asiatics);  or 
else  Manetho,  like  the  hieratic  lists  which  he  partly  ex- 
tracted, wanted  the  Shepherds  in  order  to  magnify  the  glory 
of  their  expulsion.  And  in  the  time  of  Ptolemy,  when 
not  only  the  Persians  but  the  Macedonians  too  had  nearly 
passed  away,  even  if  Egypt  were  not  already  under  the 
Romans,  the  feeling  against  the  Shepherds  and  their  tri- 
butaries, and  even  the  jealousy  between  the  Lower  and 
Upper  Countries,  so  strongly  marked  in  the  relations  of 
Herodotus  and  in  the  lists  of  Manetho,  seems  to  have  lost 
much  of  its  intensity.  At  any  rate,  we  find  Ptolemy,  though 
himself  of  Lower  Egypt,  adopting  and  continuing  from  the 
Theban  lists  of  Eratosthenes  the  substitution  of  the  title 
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Thinite  for  that  of  Tanite,  belonging  to  Menes  and  to  the 
earliest  kings  in  the  Chronicle,  and  no  doubt  also  in  the  ori- 
ginal text  of  Manetho ; and  we  find  him  not  only  reinserting, 
and  with  the  appellation  of  “ Diospolites,”  all  the  kings  of  the 
Upper  Country,  and  all  their  years  suppressed  by  Mane- 
tho, but  even  exhibiting  in  duplicate  xvi  Diospolites,  and 
xxxvi  Diospolites  or  Xoite-Nubians  whom  Manetho  had  not 
omitted,  but  had  mentioned  in  his  Dynasties  XIV  and  XVI. 
And,  lastly,  we  find  him  adding  whole  dynasties  even  of 
Shepherds,  and  making  a vast  multiplication  of  these  kings, 
formerly  so  odious,  the  vehicle  for  the  bulk  of  those  759 
fresh  years  which  were  his  own  peculiar  creation.  Nay, 
even  in  returning  to  that  cyclical  form  which  Manetho  had 
abandoned,  he  so  entirely  dropped  the  idea  of  the  ai ronaraa- 
Ttuns  of  the  Chronicle,  and  the  feelings  which  had  given  point 
to  its  expression,  that  he  made  the  whole  series  of  the  dynasties 
from  Menes,  and  the  whole  period  of  his  four  cycles,  to  end 
and  to  be  completed  in  a dynasty  of  Persians,  the  same 
impious  and  hateful  Asiatics  to  whom  the  Chronicle  pre- 
fixed, and  with  whom  it  in  a manner  blended,  its  transposed 
and  unnamed  Dyn.  XXVII  of  the  Shepherds.  In  relation, 
however,  to  that  addition  of  24  years  which  Ptolemy  made 
to  the  vi  Shepherds  of  Manetho,  and  -which  at  first  sight 
certainly  seems  strange,  it  may  be  said,  that  if,  as  seems 
probable,  the  hieratic  lists  exhibited  the  name  of  a seventh 
Shepherd-king,  besides  the  six  of  Manetho,  and  Ptolemy 
wanted  for  his  own  scheme  fresh  years,  without  caring  to 
insert  into  Manetho’s  list  a fresh  name,  the  existence  of  a 
seventh  Shepherd-Any  may  have  suggested  the  addition  of 
a reign  of  24  years,  without  any  fresh  name,  to  that  dynasty. 
And,  the  bulk  of  Ptolemy’s  own  fresh  years  having  a fresh 
dynasty  of  Shepherds,  his  Dyn.  XVI,  for  their  vehicle,  it 
was  natural  that  any  detached  portion  of  these  years,  to 
be  inserted  arbitrarily  into  some  other  dynasty,  should  be 
inserted  by  preference  into  the  homogeneous  dynasty  of 
Manetho’s  Shepherds.  And  even  it  may  be  suspected  that 
underneath  his  multiplication  of  Shepherd  kings  and  years 
of  Shepherds,  Ptolemy  was  amusing  himself  at  the  expense 
of  his  Greek  readers;  since  for  natives  finding  two  fresh 
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Shepherd  dynasties',  and  (32  +43  =)  75  fresh  Shepherd 
kings,  all  entirely  unknown  to  the  hieratic  lists,  no  less  than 
to  Manetho,  the  mere  designation  “ Shepherds,”  even  without 
the  addition  that  they  were  “Ha  -nebou"  or  Greeks  ("EXXiji/sr), 
might  amount  to  the  same  thing  as  saying  plainly  that  these 
kings  are  mere  vehicles,  and  their  years  merely  fictitious,  to 
make  otit  a certain  scheme. 

But  if  it  be  remarked  that  there  are  in  Ptolemy’s  Dyn. 
XVII  43  fresh  Shepherds  who  are  irrelevant  to  the  years 
of  his  own  addition,  these,  it  may  be  replied,  are  in  truth 
mere  contemporaries  and  associates  of  the  43  Diospolites, 
who  alone  are  wanted  or  regarded  in  Ptolemy’s  scheme, 
though  it  suited  the  symmetry  of  his  insertions  to  make  a 
pair  of  fresh  Shepherd  dynasties  rather  than  one  only ; and 
for  this  purpose  he  both  created  the  43  Shepherds  in  ques- 
tion, and  put  them  first,  and  named  the  dynasty  from  tiiem, 
though  the  43  Diospolites  whom  they  thus  overlaid  were 
alone  historical,  and  alone  had  any  claim  to  the  years ; their 
true  Shepherd  suzerains  being  only  four  kings  of  Manetho’s 
Dyn.  XVII.  It  suited  also  for  the  sake  of  symmetry  in 
Ptolemy’s  scheme  to  place  43  of  the  143  Diospolites  at  a 
distance  from  their  main  body  of  100,  below,  and  to  place 
27  other  fictitious  kings,  capable  of  representing  Diospolites, 
also  at  a distance  from  the  100  Diospolites,  above;  that  so 
one  might  at  will  either  make  out  the  exhibition  of  the  whole 
group  of  the  143  Diospolites  or  Nubians,  by  adding  to  the 
100  the  43  from  below,  or  by  adding  the  27  from  above  make 
out  an  indication  of  127,  the  supplement  needed  to  fill  up  the 
xxxvi  kings  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XVI  (XIV  of  Ptolemy) 
to  the  163  Nubians  and  Heracleopolites  of  the  papyri 
(the  7th  Shepherd  king  being  also  included).  And  these  127 
kings  of  the  papyrus,  omitted  by  Manetho,  but  by  Ptolemy 
both  exhibited  with  the  rest,  and  also  indicated  separately, 
are  no  doubt  identical  with  the  127  ghost-kings  (though 
the  number  is  not  given)  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  VII,  his  last 
dynasty  of  Manes,  which  has,  as  it  ought  to  have,  by  far  the 
largest  bulk  of  years.  For  it  has  no  fewer  than  5813,  which, 
divided  by  12,  are  484.9m  full,  and  afford  for  127  kings 
3i-H>  being  over  3 years  and  9 months  to  each.  This  is 
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so  nearly  the  average  of  all  the  Nubians  and  Heracleopolites 
of  the  hieratic  lists,  as  to  justify  a suspicion  that  in  this  , 
instance  at  least,  though  in  this  instance  alone,  the  month- 
years  of  Manetho’s  Manes  were  intended  to  indicate  on  re- 
duction the  suppressed  historical  years  of  the  ghosts  their 
holders.  Taking  the  484  reduced  years  of  Manetho’s  Dyn. 
VII  to  belong  to  127  ghost-kings,  if  we  add  36  more  ghosts 
with  the  same  average  reigns  of  3 J the  years  to  be  added 
will  be  13iyL5_.  And  these  added  to  484  make  615,  ex- 
ceeding by  only  8 years  the  (536  + 71  =)  607  calculated 
above  at  the  average  of  3^-J,  indicated  by  fragments  of  the 
papyrus  for  its  162  historical  Nubians  and  Heracleopolites. 

But  if  what  has  been  said  of  the  symmetry  of  Ptolemy’s  in- 
dications, in  the  correspondence  of  the  43  kings  of  his  Dyn. 
XVII  below)  to  the  27  of  his  Dyn.  VIII  above  the  main 
body  of  the  100  Diospolites  placed  in  his  Dynasties  XIII 
and  XIV,  has  been  understood,  it  will  be  noticed  that  the  43 
Diospolites  below  could  not  have  been  so  placed,  at  a dis- 
tance from  their  main  body,  otherwise,  than  under  cover  of 
a dynasty  having  some  other  designation. 

In  conclusion,  the  hieratic  lists,  the  lists  of  Manetho,  and 
those  of  Ptolemy  shall  be  paralleled  with  one  another,  the 
kings  of  the  papyrus  being  put  first,  with  such  subdivisions 
of  their  numbers  and  years  as  are  convenient  Next  shall 
follow  in  the  same  lines  the  kings  of  Manetho,  so  as  to  show  his 
misappropriations  and  suppressions.  Thirdly,  still  in  the  same 
lines,  shall  be  added  the  kings  of  Ptolemy,  so  as  to  show  how 
far  he  follows  Manetho,  what  he  restores  from  the  hieratic 
lists,  and,  further,  what  he  addB  of  his  own.  In  these  tables 
Manetho’s  misappropriations  and  suppressions  are  in  red ; and 
Ptolemy’s  restorations ; but  not  his  additions,  which  how- 
ever are  distinguished  by  Homan  numerals,  and  by  being 
bracketed.  In  two  cases,  where  19  Heracleopolites  and  1 
Shepherd  are  printed  in  red  and  bracketed,  this  is  because 
they  are  only  indicated  among  Ptolemy’s  additions  but  not 
actually  restored  by  him  to  their  true  connection.  The 
xxxvi  kings  and  184  years  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XVI  (XIV 
of  Ptolemy)  are  bracketed,  because  Ptolemy  has  reduplicated 
them,  and  made  them  part  of  his  own  peculiar  additions. 
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Lastly,  after  these  parallel  tables  there  shall  be  appended 
a general  tabular  conspectus  of  the  five  schemes  of  the 
Papyrus,  of  the  Old  Chronicle,  of  Manetho,  of  Ptolemy  of 
Mendes,  and  that  preserved  by  Diogenes  Laertius,  which  is 
named  last,  not  as  if  it  were  the  latest  of  the  five,  but 
because  of  its  simplicity  and  exceeding  value.  For  though 
Diogenes  Laertius  himself  is  a comparatively  late  writer,  of 
uncertain  date,  who  cannot  at  the  earliest  have  flourished 
much  before  the  middle  of  the  third  century  after  Christ, 
the  Egyptian  scheme  preserved  by  him  is  accompanied  by 
indications  that  the  source  from  which  he  derived  it  was  not 
much  later  than  the  conquests  of  Alexander  the  Great,  the 
scheme  itself  being  brought  down  to  the  year  B.C.  332. 
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CHAP.  V. 

STATEMENTS  OF  GREEK  AUTHORS. 

Besides  the  Egyptian  schemes  themselves,  examined  above, 
there  are  also  certain  separate  statements  and  notices  of 
Greek  writers  directly  or  indirectly  referring  to  them,  which 
it  will  be  proper  to  mention  in  order,  and,  as  far  as  possible, 
to  explain  and  account  for. 

HERODOTUS. 

To  begin  with  Herodotus,  as  the  earliest:  The  Egyptian 
priests  of  Phthah  at  Memphis,  told  him  (about  B.  c.  450),  that 
“ before  ordinary  kings,  Gods,  dwelling  together  with  men, 
had  reigned  in  Egypt  ” : and  they  boasted  that,  besides  al- 
tars, images,  and  temples,  the  art  of  writing  in  hieroglyphics, 
and  the  solar  year  of  365  days,  the  names  of  the  Gods  also 
were  of  their  own  institution  ( vo/iicrai ) or  invention.  And 
Herodotus  confirms  this  statement  by  showing  that  the 
Pelasgi  and  Greeks,  at  any  rate,  had  learned  the  first  names 
and  rudiments  of  their  polytheism  from  the  Egyptians.  He 
was  told  that  the  last  of  the  Gods  who  had  reigned  was 
Horus,  son  of  Osiris;  that  there  were  certain  vm  Gods 
older,  and  certain  xii,  who  were  of  the  vm,  more  recent; 
and  others  again  who  were  of  the  xii;  that  Pan  and  Buto 
belonged  to  the  vm,  and  Hercules  to  the  xii  ; that  from 
Dionysus,  or  Osiris,  who  was  of  the  third  order,  to  Amasis 
(to  B.C.  525),  there  15,000  years;  from  Hercules  (hreirs 
ix  twv  rj  Qeaw  oi  iff  Seoi  eyeuovro)  17,000;  and  from  Pan, 
still  more. 

Now,  from  the  death  of  Amasis,  in  B.  c.  525,  to  the  cycli- 
cal epoch  of  B.C.  1322  there  were  797  years;  and  if  to 
these  we  add  the  3750  years  of  kings  in  the  hieratic  list, 
with  the  5613  and  the  3944  of  the  two  divine  series  pre- 
ceding, and  further  the  400  years  of  the  later  Horus,  the 
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last  deity  of  the  first  divine  series  in  the  Turin  papyrus, 
we  find  not  indeed  the  name  of  Osiris,  but  the  accession  of 
this  Horus,  the  son  of  Osiris,  who  was  often  spoken  of  as 
avenging  his  father,  and  immediately  succeeding  him,  at  an  in- 
terval of  14,504  years  above  Amasis,  which  might  be  called  in 
round  numbers  15,000.  And  if  we  add  to  these  the  3140 
years  of  the  goddess  Ma,  which  stand  next  above,  her  acces- 
sion is  17,644  years  above  Amasis;  so  that  her  place  is  that 
of  the  Hercules  of  Herodotus.  And  Sou,  which  is  written 
with  the  feather,  just  like  Ma,  is  rendered  into  Greek  by 
Hercules.  Further,  Ma  is  apparently  the  ninth  in  the  Turin 
papyrus  from  the  commencement  of  its  first  divine  series; 
and  she  is  certainly  not  among  the  first  eight,  though  one  of 
the  next  following  after  them.  As  for  the  Pan  of  Hero- 
dotus, if  any  name  among  the  first  vm  of  the  papyrus 
answered  to  him,  it  may  have  been  the  elder  Horus,  brother 
of  Osiris,  and  identifiable  with  one  aspect  of  Osiris  himself ; 
(for  the  deity  of  Mendes,  Ba-en-Dad,  was  a form  of  Osiris 
and  of  Horus).  But  an  hieratic  list  at  Memphis  may  have 
varied  in  its  names  and  order  from  a Theban  papyrus : and 
perhaps  in  specifying  the  number  of  years  from  the  latest 
divine  reigns  the  priests  did  not  refer  to  any  list  at  all,  but 
put  them  a little  above  that  epoch  at  which  they  encouraged 
Herodotus  to  place  Menes. 

Of  ordinary  kings,  Herodotus  writes,  the  first  was  Menes, 
who  turned  the  course  of  the  Nile,  and  founded  Memphis, 
making  also  its  sacred  lake.  His  accession  was  put  by  some 
so  far  back  as  to  be  even  before  the  formation  of  the  Delta, 
or  when  all  below  the  lake  Mceris  was  still  under  water.  So, 
clearly,  nothing  was  said  of  Tanis  as  a capital,  any  more 
than  of  Thebes  or  Bubastis.  The  sense  of  the  assertion 
must  be  this,  that  if  the  3750  years  of  the  kings  in  the 
hieratic  lists  had  been  really  successive,  the  accession  of 
Menes  would  have  been  in  the  year  of  true  time  292,  when 
even  the  antediluvian  Egypt  was  as  yet  unpeopled,  to  say 
nothing  of  the  existing  world. 

“ After  Menes  ” they  read  out  from  an  hieratic  papyrus 
330  names  of  his  successors  to  Sesostris,  whose  immediate 
predecessor  was  Maoris.  And  from  the  death  of  Moeris  to  He- 
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rodotua’s  own  time  (about  b.  C.  450),  “ there  had  been  less 
than  900  years.”  Mreris,  then,  should  have  died  at  some 
date  later,  but  within  half  a century  later,  than  B.  C.  1350. 

Herodotus  supposed  that  these  330  kings,  or,  as  he 
should  have  reckoned,  331  (but  he  drops  Menes),  must  have 
covered  with  their  reigns  a space  of  1 1,000  [1 1,033  (]  years, 
making  of  each  reign  a full  generation  of  33-f  years.  And 
the  priests  told  him  that  during  the  whole  time  which  they 
covered  (whatever  that  was),  the  sun  had  four  times  risen 
so  as  to  change  his  course,  having  twice  risen  from  the  point 
where  in  b.  C.  450  he  set,  and  twice  set  at  the  point  from 
which  in  B.  C.  450  he  rose.  “ ’Ev  roi'vuv  roinw  tm  ypovtp 
rerpcucis  eXeyov  if  i)6eu>v  top  rjXwv  uvarsiXai"  (“  quatcr  cursus 
suos  vertisse  sidera,”  in  Pompon.  Mela,  i.  9,  as  quoted  by 
Bunsen),  “ ivda  re  vxw  KaraS virai  evOevrev  Sis  hravarelXai, 
ical  ev6ev  vvv  dvareXXec  ev  (lavra  Bis  KaraBvvat.”  (Herod. 
Hut.  c.  142.)  Now  11,300  years  and  more  would  have  given 
to  the  sun  many  more  such  circuits  than  two,  and  would 
have  carried  back  Menes  above  the  (5613  + 3750)=9363,  or 
(9363—341=)  9022  years  real  and  nominal,  which  were 
reckoned  to  the  existing  world  between  the  unnamed  epoch 
of  the  Flood  and  Ramoses  III.  But  if  the  priests  in  their 
own  minds  gave  to  the  331  kings  the  same  3750  years  which 
they  seem  to  have  had  in  the  hieratic  lists,  this  number  of 
years,  if  only  they  had  been  all  successive  as  well  as  real, 
would  justify  their  assertion,  though  it  was  not  literally  the 
sun,  but  their  own  movable  year  and  calendar,  which  would 
have  twice  started  afresh,  and  twice  returned,  after  going 
round  through  all  the  signs  of  the  zodiac.  For,  if  we 
reckon  back  in  Sothic  cycles  from  the  cyclical  epoch  of 
July  20,  b.C.  1322,  there  need  only  2922  years  for  two 
cycles,  within  which  there  would  have  been  two  complete  cir- 
cuits of  the  sun  or  of  the  calendar.  And  when  these  are 
deducted  from  3750,  there  remain  over,  at  the  head  of  all, 
828  years,  not  enough  for  a third  circuit.  Nor  would  it 
make  any  difference  if  they  let  Herodotus  reckon  on,  as  it 
seems  they  did,  340  years  more  (being  10  generations,  and 
part  ofan  11th)  below  Mceris,  as  if  to  the  deliverance  of 
Scthon,  and  understand  them  to  speak  of  what  had  taken 
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place  in  (3750 + 340  = ) 4090,  or,  as  he  fancied,  11, 340  years. 
Or  if,  instead  of  Sothic  cycles,  which  do  not  bring  the  sea- 
sons exactly  round,  Phoenix  cycles  were  intended,  two  of 
these  would  cover  3010  years : and  if  the  goal  whence  the 
sun  started  and  to  which  he  returned  was  that  conjuncture 
which  made  the  names  of  the  Egyptian  months  suit  the  actual 
seasons,  then  his  first  turning  (ef  r/Oscov)  would  have  been  at 
the  commencement  of  the  295th  movable  year  from  Menes, 
in  B.c.  4790,  and  his  second  return  to  the  same  point  would 
have  been  in  the  anticipated  Julian  year  B.C.  1780,  when 
the  1st  of  the  movable  Thoth  was  again  at  an  interval  of 
125  days  after  the  solstice.  In  Herodotus’  own  time  the 
sun  was  within  about  43  days’  distance  (needing  about  174 
years  to  traverse)  of  having  returned  to  this  point  for  the 
third  time.  For  in  B.c.  275,  as  M.  Biot  has  calculated,  the 
movable  tetramenia  would  again  become  concurrent  with 
the  actual  seasons.  And  already  their  discrepancy  was  so 
far  reduced  as  to  allow  of  its  being  said  that  the  year  of 
365  days  “ brought  the  seasons  round,”  an  assertion  which 
would  have  been  paradoxical,  if  at  the  time  each  tetramenion 
had  plainly  coincided  with  some  other  season  than  that  re- 
ferred to  by  the  names  of  its  four  months. 

Herodotus  was  told  that  Sesostris,  the  332nd  king  of  the 
lists,  placed  in  the  14th  century  B.C.,  in  fact  at  the  cyclical 
epoch  of  B.  C.  1322,  was  the  first  conqueror  of  Ethiopia,  or 
Nubia,  and  the  first  and  only  king,  except  his  immediate 
predecessor,  who  had  done  anything  very  remarkable.  He 
was  also  told  that  this  Sesostris  was  the  king  who  had  set 
up  stelse  in  Phoenicia,  and  colossi  of  himself  and  of  four  of 
his  sons  at  Memphis  (if  so,  he  was  Raineses  II.);  and,  lastly, 
that  he  was  the  king  who  had  a fleet  of  ships  of  war,  and 
was  master  of  both  seas,  that  is,  that  he  was  Rameses  III., 
with  whom  he  was  also  identified  by  his  place  in  the  lists 
and  by  the  date.  But  in  what  relates  to  Sesostris,  upon 
whom  all  his  Egyptian  history  turns,  Herodotus  was  de- 
ceived by  the  priests,  who  blended  into  one  fabulous  per- 
sonage three  or  more  conquerors  of  very  different  ages,  and 
two  of  them  of  very  different  names,  though  the  chief  ele- 
ment of  the  name  Sesostris,  viz.  tsesr,  belonged  to  them  all. 
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And  the  end  of  explaining  and  accounting  for  Herodotus’s 
statements  will  be  best  served  by  splitting  his  Sesostris  into 
three,  and  the  whole  series  of  1 1 reigns  or  generations  con- 
nected with  Sesostris,  from  his  predecessor  to  his  9th  suc- 
cessor, both  being  included,  into  two  distinct  series  of  1 1 
generations  each,  the  one  beginning  with  Mceris,  the  pre- 
decessor of  the  first  Sesostris  (Sesortasen  I.),  and  ending 
with  Anysis  or  Onnos  (probably  the  9th  kiDg  of  Manetho’s 
Dyn.  XII),  the  other  beginning  with  the  predecessor  of 
Raineses  III.  (named  Set-necht,  or  Amen-nechthes),  and  end- 
ing, for  Herodotus,  with  the  king  (really  Bocchoris)  who 
was  defeated  by  the  Ethiopian  Sabaco,  as  if  his  were  the  9th 
reign  or  generation  from  Rameses  III.  Thus  only  can  each 
statement  of  Herodotus  be  presented  by  itself,  without  con- 
fusion, and  in  its  true  chronological  order.  It  is  true  then 
that  Mocris  (that  is  Papa  Maire,  the  4th  king  of  Manetho’s 
Dynasty  XIII),  was  the  immediate  predecessor,  as  suze- 
rain, of  Sesostris  — Sesortasen  I.  the  first  conqueror  of 
Nubia, — though  in  the  hieratic  lists  there  were  53  names 
and  951  years  apparently  between  them.  But  Mccris,  in- 
stead of  being  the  331st,  stood  as  the  83rd  king;  and  his 
death,  instead  of  being  less  than  900,  was  seemingly  3427 
and  really  1524  years  before  B.c.  450;  and  Sesostris  the 
first  conqueror  of  Nubia,  and  successor  of  Mceris,  stood  in 
the  lists  not  as  the  332nd,  but  as  the  137th  king ; and  his 
accession,  as  suzerain,  was  not  900  only,  but  seemingly 
2756,  really  1524  years,  before  Herodotus.  This  being  un- 
derstood, the  statement  that  these  two  kings,  Papa  Maire 
and  Sesortasen  I.,  were  the  first  who  did  anything  very  re- 
markable, is  open  to  no  objection ; or,  rather,  it  is  justified 
to  this  day  by  their  monuments,  if  compared  with  those  of 
earlier  kings.  For  the  builders  of  the  pyramids  were 
neither  understood  by  Herodotus  to  be,  nor  were  in  truth, 
earlier. 

An  observation  connected  by  Herodotus  with  the  time  of 
Mceris,  the  predecessor  of  the  first  Sesostris,  deserves  to  be 
compared  with  the  records  of  the  height  reached  by  the 
Nile  between  the  rocks  at  Semneh  in  Nubia  in  the  time  of 
Amenemhe  III.  And  it  may  be  that  the  title  Ma-re  bc- 
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longing  to  Amenemhe  III.,  was  confused  with  the  throne- 
name  of  Papa  Mai-re,  the  true  Mccris  and  predecessor  of 
Sesostris,  both  in  speaking  of  the  great  work  of  the  lake  of 
the  Fayoum,  and  in  speaking  of  the  height  reached  by  the 
Nile  in  different  ages.  For  this,  as  the  inscriptions  still 
remaining  attest,  was  carefully  watched  and  recorded  at  the 
Kilometer  at  Semneh,  in  Nubia,  in  the  time  of  Amenemhe 
III.  Herodotus  was  told  that  in  the  time  of  Mocris  a rise 
of  8 cubits  only  was  needed  for  the  inundation  of  the  Delta, 
whereas,  in  his  own  time,  the  rise  needed  was  15  or  16 
cubits.  And  in  speaking  of  the  blindness  of  Pheron,  the 
son  and  successor  of  Sesostris  (where  the  generation  next 
after  Maoris  and  Sesortascn  I.  cannot  be  really  meant),  he 
says  that  he  had  impatiently  flung  a javelin  into  the  Nile  on 
its  having  reached  the  unprecedented  and  dangerous  height 
of  18  cubits.  This  implies  that  the  ordinary  and  proper 
height  had  previously  come  from  8 to  be  16  cubits.  Put 
the  14  entries  made  during  37  years  of  the  reign  of  Ame- 
nemhe  III.  (Mares),  at  Semneh,  show  that  in  the  time  of 
Manetho’s  Dyn.  XV  the  highest  point  on  the  rocks  there 
reached  by  the  inundation  was  8,  17  metres  above  the  highest 
point  reached  at  the  present  day. 

To  the  earliest  Sesostris,  according  to  Aristotle,  “ long 
before  Minos,”  (who  wras  sometimes  put  700  years  before  the 
first  Olympiad,)  was  ascribed  the  institution  of  the  military 
and  sacerdotal  castes,  whose  lands  and  allowances,  mentioned 
by  Herodotus,  had  certainly  been  settled  on  them  before  the 
time  of  the  Patriarch  Joseph.  Others  add  the  introduction 
of  cavalry.  And  to  his  time  probably  may  be  traced  the 
origin  of  some  at  least  of  those  military  stations  which 
are  known  to  have  existed  later,  as  at  Daphn®  and  Mare® 
towards  Syria  and  Libya,  in  the  Heracleopolite  Nome, 
perhaps,  upon  the  border  of  Lower  Egypt,  at  Thebaic® 
Phylac®  in  the  Hcrmopolite  Nome  at  the  entrance  to  the 
Thebaid,  at  some  point  commanding  the  valley  of  Ilnnamat 
and  the  road  between  Coptos  and  the  lied  Sea,  and  at 
Syene  on  the  Nubian  frontier.  The  last  of  these,  as  well  as 
the  first,  is  repeatedly  mentioned  by  Herodotus.  After  the 
conquest  and  acquisition  of  Nubia  a similar  station  is  known 
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to  have  been  created  or  fortified  by  the  third  successor  of 
Sesostris,  Sesortasen  III.,  at  Semneh.  And  as  he,  too, 
gained  victories  in  further  Nubia,  and  bore  the  same  name 
with  the  first  conqueror,  he,  too,  enters  into  the  composition 
of  the  fabulous  Sesostris : and  when  mention  is  made  of  the 
institution  of  geometrical  surveys,  of  the  reservation  of  the 
fifth  part  of  the  produce  of  the  land  to  the  king,  of  the  mul- 
tiplying of  canals,  the  banking-up  of  the  cities  and  villages, 
and  the  removing  into  them  of  the  scattered  population 
(works  belonging  to  the  time  of  Joseph,  and  imputed  as  ty- 
ranny to  the  Memphite  vassals  of  the  Shepherds),  Sesor- 
tasen I IT.,  who  was  their  contemporary  in  Upper  Egypt, 
is  the  Sesostris  chiefly  to  be  thought  of.  But  it  is  not  so 
much  the  institution  of  the  military  caste,  or  of  military 
stations  by  the  first  conqueror,  as  that  of  a certain  custom 
connected  with  military  service  in  the  stations,  and  in- 
cidentally mentioned  by  Herodotus,  which  deserves  our 
attention.  For  Herodotus,  speaking  of  the  station  at  Syene, 
mentions  that  it  had  been  the  custom  to  change  and  relieve 
the  men  and  officers  composing  it  after  three  years,  and  that 
it  was  in  part  discontent  at  not  having  been  so  relieved 
which  caused  the  whole  force,  in  the  time  of  Psammiti- 
clius  I.,  to  desert  in  a body,  and  to  settle  in  Ethiopia.  Now 
it  may  fairly  be  presumed  that  this  custom  or  rule  of  the 
service,  which  was  connected,  too,  with  the  tenure  of  the 
lands  of  the  military,  was  as  old  as  the  establishment  of  the 
stations,  or  even  as  old  as  the  military  caste  itself.  Indeed 
it  seems  to  be  alluded  to  as  already  existing  in  connection 
with  the  garrison  at  Semneh  in  that  inscription  of  the  3rd 
year  of  Sebekhotep  III.  which  has  been  quoted  above  at 
p.  499:  for  the  words  “ when Ren-seneb  was  Commandant  in 
the  fortress  of  the  late  king  Sesortasen  III.”  seem  to  allude  to 
a command  of  brief  tenure  in  comparison  with  the  reign  of  a 
territorial  king,  and  not  subordinate  to  the  power  of  Sevek- 
hotep  himself.  And  if  so,  it  is  worth  considering  whether 
this  custom  may  not  throw  some  light  on  the  true  nature  of 
that  multitude  of  143  Nubian  and  19  Heracleopolitc  king3 
in  the  hieratic  list  which  appear  to  have  reigned,  one  with 
another,  under  4 years  each,  and  so  about  the  time  usual  for 
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military  service.  When  one  reflects  that  they  are  all  neces- 
sarily included  chronologically  within  the  extreme  limits  of 
the  conquest  of  Nubia  above  and  the  rise  of  Dyn.  XVIII 
(some  216  years  later)  below;  that  there  must  have  been 
at  least  three  distinct  successions  of  them,  probably  more, 
thrown  together  on  the  right  side  of  the  Karnak  Chamber, 
and  in  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XVI ; that  they  are  connected  by 
monumental  traces  with  no  places  so  much  as  with  Semneh, 
Syene,  Coptos,  and  Thebaicas  Phylaca:,  all  military  stations  ; 
and  that  they  have  left  no  traces  in  Nubia  of  any  capital 
cities  or  of  tombs,  such  as  indigenous  kings  might  be  expected 
to  leave,  while  their  names  occur  in  the  cemetery  of  Abydos, 
it  is  natural  to  suspect  that  they  were  really  military  com- 
mandants rather  than  hereditary  and  territorial  kings. 
Their  connection  with  the  precise  time  (184  years)  of  the 
Shepherd  supremacy  (though  we  may  suppose  them  to  have 
commenced  somewhat  earlier)  is  indicated  alike  by  Manetho, 
by  the  Theban  lists  of  Eratosthenes,  and  by  Ptolemy  of 
Mendes.  Ptolemy  has  even  a group  of  43  Nubians,  each 
with  a Shepherd  for  his  monitor.  It  may  be,  then,  that  it 
suited  the  policy  of  the  Shepherds  to  multiply  kings,  and  by 
giving  the  royal  title  to  the  commandants  of  their  military 
stations,  to  put  them  on  a level  with  the  hereditary  and  ter- 
ritorial kings  from  whom  they  received  tribute.  At  any 
rate  Manetho,  in  the  passages  extracted  from  him  by  Jose- 
phus, represents  the  Shepherds  as  not  only  fortifying  Avaris, 
keeping  a force  near  Pelusium  (which  may  be  an  anticipa- 
tion), holding  Memphis,  and  reducing  the  Upper  as  well  as 
Lower  Country,  with  the  native  rulers,  to  subjection,  but 
also  as  “ putting  garrisons  in  such  places  as  were  most  con~ 
venient  for  the  maintenance  of  their  supremacy,  and  for  the 
collection  of  their  dues.”  The  “ most  convenient  ” places 
would  be  the  same,  no  doubt,  under  them  as  under  Sesor- 
tasen  I. ; and  for  the  same  reasons.  So  that,  according  to 
Manetho,  they  exercised  and  secured  their  supremacy  in 
Upper  Egypt  by  garrisoning  these  military  stations  either 
with  Shepherds  of  their  own  race,  or  with  native  Egyptian 
subjects  whom  they  trusted.  And  perhaps  he  has  other  in- 
direct allusions  to  the  relation  in  which  these  numerous  kings 
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stood  to  the  Shepherds.  At  any  rate,  in  his  narrative,  after 
enumerating  the  Shepherds  themselves  as  six  kings  only, 
and  leaving  no  room  for  any  more,  since  they  make  his 
Seventeenth  Dynasty,  he  nevertheless  speaks  of  a multitude 
of  others  derived  from  them,  and  carrying  out  their  policy, — 
their  spawn,  ns  it  were  ; — and  in  connection  with  these  last 
he  names  a sum  of  511  years,  approaching  to  the  sum  of 
the  Nubians  in  the  papyri.  And  if  the  kings  of  his  Dy- 
nasty XII,  themselves  vassals  of  the  Shepherds,  were,  as 
seems  likely,  Heliopolites  of  the  East  Bank,  he  may  have 
thought  his  play  upon  the  word  Abt  the  more  colourable  be- 
cause there  had,  in  fact,  existed  a succession  of  kings,  though 
not  the  same,  which  had  held  the  royal  title  at  Elephantine 
or  Syene.  As  for  the  name  Xoite  (Kesite  or  Ksoite)  given 
either  by  the  original  Manetho,  or  by  some  re-editor  of  his 
lists,  to  the  Nubians,  if  it  were  meant,  as  no  doubt  it  was,  to 
be  misunderstood,  like  the  designations  Elephantinite  and 
Thinite,  by  Greek  readers,  and  to  suggest  the  thought  of 
Xois  in  the  Delta,  its  sense  would  be  much  the  same  as 
“ Sebennyte,”  or  “ Manethonian,”  since  Xois  was  in  the 
Sebennyte  Nome.  If  it  indicated  anything  beyond,  it  might 
be  this,  that  the  kings  in  question  having  the  184  years  of 
the  Shepherd  supremacy  given  to  them,  were,  in  fact,  con- 
nected with  the  Shepherds,  and  halved  the  Delta  with  them, 
the  other  side  of  the  Delta  being  substituted  for  the  other 
end  of  Egypt.  But  it  must  be  confessed  that  there  is  some- 
thing in  all  the  three  designations  of  the  Thinites,  Elephan- 
tinites,  and  Xoitcs  of  the  lists  of  Africanus  out  of  keeping 
with  the  spirit  and  the  scheme  of  the  original  Manetho. 
His  favour  to  the  first  sis  dynasties  of  kings,  and  his  dis- 
favour to  the  three  next  following  them,  is  manifest ; and  it  is 
therefore  improbable  that  he  should  transfer  in  name  two  of 
his  favoured  dynasties  to  the  Upper  Country,  and  bring  down 
one  of  the  three  really  belonging  to  the  Upper  Country  into 
the  Lower,  and  even  into  his  own  native  district.  But  to 
return  to  the  question,  whether  what  we  call  the  Nubian 
group  of  kings  were  commandants  under  the  Shepherds: — It 
may  certainly  be  objected  against  this  view,  that  foreign 
conquerors  would  never  have  trusted  native  Egyptians,  and 

o o 3 


Digitized  by  Google 


566 


EGYPTIAN  CHHONICLES. 


least  of  all  natives  of  Upper  Egypt  or  Nubia,  to  command 
for  them  in  their  strongholds ; and  that  the  Nubian  kings 
who  are  so  honoured  in  the  Ivarnak  Chamber,  while  the 
Memphite  pyramid-builders  are  everywhere  suppressed,  are 
the  last  of  all  to  be  suspected  of  any  special  connection  with 
the  Shepherds.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  Manetho’s  testi- 
mony is  express  (and  on  this  point  he  would  not  exaggerate), 
that  all  alike  became  subject  to  the  Shepherds : and  there  is 
no  real  ground  for  thinking  that  they  were  anything  like  a 
foreign  army  within  a conquered  nation,  ruling  as  strangers 
and  by  force.  On  the  contrary,  they  are  distinguished  by 
little  else  than  the  retention  of  their  hereditary  preference  for 
the  pastoral  life  over  the  agricultural.  In  other  respects 
they  had  so  conformed  to  the  manners  of  the  Egyptians, 
when  Joseph  was  in  Egypt,  that  it  seems  impossible  to  some 
writers  that  they  should  ever  have  been  strangers  or  Shep- 
herds at  all.  The  only  accusation  which  adheres  is  that  of 
atheism ; though  even  here  it  is  confessed  that  they  wor- 
shipped the  local  god  of  their  own  Nome,  Soutech,  whose 
symbol  was  afterwards  given  to  the  God  of  the  Hebrews,  as 
identified  with  the  power  of  evil.  But  their  power  over 
Upper  Egypt  was  obtained,  according  to  Manetho  himself, 
in  a marvellous  way,  without  a blow.  And  in  truth  it  ori- 
ginated in  their  having  saved  the  whole  population,  receiving 
them  to  be  subjects  and  tributaries  only  on  their  own  entreaty. 
So  that,  in  the  first  instance,  and  for  a long  time,  there  is  no 
need  to  suppose  any  bitter  hostility  between  the  servants 
and  officers  of  the  suzerain  and  the  local  tributary  kings  or 
their  peoples.  In  tune,  no  doubt,  their  hearts  changed,  so 
that  they  hated  both  the  Shepherd  suzerains  and  their  He- 
brew counsellors.  And  if  at  length  some  one  or  other  of  the 
military  commandants  in  Nubia  joined  or  headed  a revolt, 
and  a new  dynasty  arose  which  derived  its  blood  at  once 
from  the  last  of  the  territorial  kings  of  the  Thebaid,  and 
from  the  commandant- kings  of  Upper  Egypt  and  Nubia,  this 
fact  is  enough  to  explain  how  honour  should  be  attached 
by  their  descendants  to  all  names  of  the  same  connection. 

After  three  successors  of  Sesostris,  if  only  names  and 
circumstances  inapplicable  either  to  Amcnemhe  II.;  Sesor- 
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tascn  II.,  and  Sesortascn  III.  in  Upper  Egypt,  or  to  the 
first  three  reigns  of  Manetho’s  Dynasties  XI  and  XII 
(IV  and  V of  Ptolemy)  in  Lower  be  dropped,  Herodotus 
will  be  quite  accurate  in  introducing  the  names  of  Cheops, 
and  Cephren,  and  Mycerinus  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XI  who 
built  the  three  chief  pyramids.  Asychis  or  Sahoura  too, 
and  Anysis  or  Onnus,  who  follow  them,  were  really  the  one 
of  them  contemporary  with  Snphis  I.  the  other  later  by  two 
or  three  generations  than  Mycerinus,  being  the  2nd  pro- 
bably and  the  9th  kings  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XII,  who  also 
built  pyramids.  And  the  notices  attached  by  Herodotus  to 
the  pyramid-builders,  that  they  were  all,  except  Mycerinus, 
impious  tyrants,  of  odious  memory ; contemporaries  of  the 
Shepherd,  to  whom  their  works  might  be  ascribed ; and  that 
in  their  time  Egypt  was  subjected  to  a Typhonian  influence, 
arc  in  accordance  with  indications  from  other  sources.  Even 
the  gleam  of  sunshine  meant  to  indicate  the  death  of  Joseph 
after  80  or  100  years  of  the  impiety  and  tyranny  of  Apophis, 
and  the  continuance  nevertheless  of  the  Typhonian  influence 
for  some  50  years  longer,  are  both  perfectly  intelligible.  If 
Asychis  be  Sephres,  or  at  any  rate  one  of  the  kings  of  Mane- 
tho’s Dyn.  XII,  it  might  be  quite  right  also  to  place  in  his 
time  that  unprecedented  famine  which  drove  the  Egyptians 
to  pawn  even  their  sepulchres  and  their  dead.  Only  the 
details  respecting  his  brick  pyramid,  which  was  built  so  admi- 
rably, do  not  suit  the  northern  stone  pyramid  of  Abouseer 
in  which  his  name  has  been  found,  but  rather  the  great 
northern  brick  pyramid  of  Dashoor. 

Two  cities  in  the  land  of  Goshen,  Pithom,  said  in  the 
Book  of  Exodus  to  have  been  walled  by  the  labour  of  the 
Hebrews,  and  Avaris,  mentioned  by  Manetho  and  on  the 
monuments  as  the  capital  of  the  Shepherds,  arc  mentioned 
also  by  Herodotus,  the  one  as  Wdrovpos,  the  other  as  'Hpci>uv- 
ttoXis  or  Heroopolis,  which  seems  to  be  merely  a contraction 
of  ‘ \(3apbiro\is.  And  he  has  the  name  itself  Afiopia  (the 
district  of  Avaris),  written  by  metathesis  ’Apaffia,  which 
affords  a valuable  illustration  of  the  text  of  the  Septuagint. 
For  there  the  land  of  Goshen  is  rendered  “ WpafBia  Vioasp,” 
and  “ Veooep  ’A pa/3ias:  ” It  is  also  called  from  the  city  of 
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Bainesses  (rebuilt  and  renamed  by  Raineses  II.)  “7 7} 
Vaysaaijs;”  and  the  city  itself  called  ' Vafj.eacrijs  in  the  Book 
of  Exodus,  and  said  to  have  been  fortified  like  Pithom  by  the 
Hebrews,  is  rendered  by  the  LXX  “'Hpaxov  7 ro\is,"  that  is, 
Avaris;  so  that  it  had  already  been  rebuilt  and  refortified 
long  before  it  was  renamed  from  Kameses  II. 

“ Anysis  of  Anysis ,”  if  the  last  king  of  Manetho’s  Dyn. 
XII,  will  be  “ Onnos,  who  by  birth  was  of  the  Nome  or  dis- 
trict of  the  Hare,"  the  hare,  the  first  sign  in  his  name,  which 
reads  onnos,  being  also  the  sign  of  the  South  Hermopolite 
Nome,  with  which  therefore  he  probably  was  connected. 

Then  (after  the  death  of  Onnos  the  9th  successor  of 
Sesostris  in  the  line  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XII,  parallel  to  the 
8th  in  the  line  of  his  Dyn.  XI),  Herodotus,  passing  on,  is 
again  accurate  in  introducing  what  might  be  called  (by  those 
at  least  who  had  known  Joseph)  an  Ethiopian  invasion. 
For  it  was  from  Nubia  chiefly  that  the  power  and  the 
religion  came  which  overthrew  the  dynasty  of  the  Shepherds. 
And  hence  all  those  later  traditions  which  represent  the 
religion  and  civilisation  of  Egypt  as  descending  from  Ethiopia, 
and  as  first  manifesting  themselves  at  Thebes.  Under  this 
Ethiopian  or  semi-Ethiopian  dynasty,  then,  viz.  Dyn.  XVIII, 
which  followed  after  the  first  Sesostris  and  the  pyramid- 
builders  and  the  Shepherd  Philition,  and  by  no  means  under 
the  later  Ethiopian  Sabaco,  still  less  after  his  abdication,  is 
to  be  placed  an  event  mentioned  by  Herodotus  without  any 
precise  indication  of  its  date.  For  after  having  related 
elsewhere  how,  in  the  reign  of  Psammitichus  I.  (the  very 
time,  or  but  little  lower  than  the  time,  to  which  his  chrono- 
logical transpositions  caused  by  reckoning  from  a compound 
Sesostris  would  bring  down  the  Exodus),  the  force  stationed 
at  Syene  had  deserted  in  a body  and  settled  in  Ethiopia,  he  re- 
marks, with  nn  allusion  to  this,  that  in  former  times,  implied 
to  be  much  more  remote,  a somewhat  similar  emigration  had 
taken  place,  when  a vast  multitude  — “ no  small  proportion 
of  the  whole  force  or  population  of  Egypt”  — had  broken 
away  and  settled  in  the  inland  parts  of  Palestine,  where  they 
still  dwelt,  and  retained  the  practice  of  circumcision,  a sign 
^so  lie  thought  at  least)  of  their  Egyptian  origin. 
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At  length,  on  coming  to  the  predecessor  of  Rameses  III., 
who  was  both  in  name  and  exploits  a sort  of  repetition  of 
Rameses  II.,  with  something  distinctive  of  his  own,  Hero- 
dotus may  be  again  accurate  in  saying  that  330  names 
following  that  of  Menes  had  by  this  time  been  read  out  to 
him  from  a book,  the  last  being  that  of  the  immediate  pre- 
decessor of  Sesostris ; and  that  from  the  death  of  this  pre- 
decessor to  his  own  time  there  had  intervened  less  than  900 
years.  Only,  if  the  priests  read  out  the  name  of  Mceris  as  that 
of  the  331st  king,  they  transposed  or  repeated  it,  and  deceived 
Herodotus,  not  only  by  expressions  suggestive  of  misunder- 
standing, but  also  by  direct  falsehood.  Nor  could  it  have 
been  said  even  by  those  Memphites  who  were  the  most  en- 
vious of  Thebes,  that  none  of  the  330  kings  before  Rameses 
III.  and  his  immediate  predecessor,  if  they  were  all  admitted 
as  legitimate,  had  done  any  thing  remarkable.  Indeed  the 
greater  part  of  the  exploits  of  Sesostris  himself  as  related  by 
Herodotus  (all,  in  a manner,  except  the  fleet,  and  the  first 
conquest  of  Nubia)  belong  to  Rameses  II.,  who  was 
himself  one  of  the  330  kings.  Especially  the  story  of  the 
treason  of  his  brother,  whom  he  had  left  governor  of  Egypt 
in  his  absence,  being  connected  with  the  mention  of  the 
stela;  in  Phoenicia,  belongs  clearly  to  the  times  of  Ramcscs 
II.  (with  whom  his  father  Seti  I.  was  also  blended).  And 
the  fact  that  the  royal  power  was  really  delegated  to  a 
brother,  whether  by  Rameses  II.  himself  or  by  Sesosis  his 
father,  is  said  to  be  confirmed  by  contemporary  sculptures  at 
Gourneh.  It  is  of  some  importance  to  notice  this,  as  in  the 
later  narrative  and  lists  of  Manetho  and  Ptolemy  the  Btory 
of  the  two  brothers,  identified  with  iEgyptus  and  Danaus, 
is  put  down  to  the  following  dynasty,  and  is  connected, 
though  out  of  place,  and  under  a double  name  of  'S.Wws  6 
Kai  ' Pa/j.£<7o-i}y,  with  Rameses  III.  But  it  might  be  said  to 
Herodotus  with  a sort  of  truth  that  among  the  331  pre- 
decessors of  Sesostris  (Sesostris  being  Rameses  III.)  there 
had  been  18  Ethiopians,  besides  one  native,  that  is,  Mem- 
phite, queen,  Nitocris.  For  the  xviii  kings  of  Dynasties 
XVIII  and  XIX  from  Amosis  to  Amenephthes  or  Amen- 
necht  the  predecessor  of  Raineses  III.  both  included,  were 
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nil,  as  has  been  said  above,  of  semi-Ethiopian  origin.  And 
thus,  astonishing  as  the  fact  may  be,  the  Memphite  priests 
contrived  to  suppress  and  ignore  a long  line  of  the  most 
powerful  and  renowned  of  all  their  kings,  those  precisely 
who  had  left  the  most  remarkable  monuments,  no  doubt  for 
this  reason  only  that  these  kings  had  been  Thebans  while 
they  themselves  were  Memphites.  That  by  the  xviii  Ethio- 
pians they  really  meant  these  kings  and  no  others  is  plain  even 
from  the  number  itself,  which  cannot  be  made  out  in  any 
other  way.  For  though  there  were  in  the  lists  other  kings 
who  with  equal  or  greater  justice  might  be  called  Ethiopians, 
their  number  was  not  xviii  but  cxliii ; and  even  as  repre- 
sented in  the  Karnak  Chamber  they  are  xxx ; and  later  in 
Manetho’s  Dyn.  XVI  there  are  xxxvi,  and  in  Ptolemy’s 
Dyn.  XIV  lxxvi  of  them.  Or  rather  in  Ptolemy’s  lists  there 
are  all  the  cxliii  with  doubles  to  xxxvi  of  them  added.  And, 
besides,  it  is  only  on  this  supposition  that  one  can  understand 
or  account  for  Herodotus’s  statement  that  Scsostris  not  only 
first  conquered  Ethiopia,  but  that  he  was  the  only  native 
Egyptian  king  who  had  ever  reigned  over  it ; whereas  it  is 
clear  from  the  monuments  that  all  the  xviii  kings  who  pre- 
ceded llameses  III.,  from  Amosis  downwards,  reigned  over 
Nubia  as  well  as  Egypt : and  Ramescs  III.  himself  was  not 
the  last  who  did  so,  though  Herodotus’s  statement  is  concerned 
only  with  his  331  predecessors.  This  singular  attempt  to 
dissemble  and  suppress,  as  it  were,  in  the  mass  the  long 
dynasties  of  Theban  supremacy  is  well  illustrated  by  the 
equally  wonderful  silence  of  Herodotus,  not  only  concerning 
their  history  but  also  concerning  those  monuments  of  the 
Theban  dynasties  which,  through  the  times  of  the  Mace- 
donians, the  Romans,  and  even  the  Arabs,  and  to  this  day, 
have  been  the  admiration  of  all  beholders.  His  silence  is 
rendered  the  more  incomprehensible  by  one  or  two  passages 
in  which  ho  implies,  and  by  one  in  which  he  expressly  affirms, 
that  he  had  himself  been  at  Thebes,  and  even  as  high  up  the 
Nile  as  to  Sycne.  But  there  is  no  doubt  that  these  passages, 
and  one  or  two  others  mentioning  events  which  took  place 
towards  the  close  of  his  century,  arc  merely  incidental  addi- 
tions, inserted  like  notes  into  his  text  late  in  life  after  a 
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second  visit  to  Egypt,  no  detailed  notices  of  which  were  ever 
written. 

The  building  of  the  propylrea  on  the  north  side  of  the 
temple  of  Phtliah  at  Memphis,  which  Herodotus  couples 
with  the  lake  of  Moris,  belonged  no  doubt  not  to  Mceris  the 
predecessor  of  Sesortasen  I.  but  either  to  Scti  I.  the  father 
and  predecessor  of  Eameses  II.  or  to  Amenephthes  the  331st 
king  and  predecessor  of  the  latest  Sesostris,  Rameses  III., 
within  900  years  of  Herodotus’s  time.  The  lake  only  with 
its  canal  may  belong  to  Moeris,  though  the  dimensions 
given  by  Herodotus  seem  to  belong  rather  to  the  natural 
lake  Birket  el  Quorn  than  to  any  true  work  of  a king. 
For  he  makes  it  700  miles  round,  and  300  feet  deep 
at  the  spot  where  Mtcris  built  his  pyramids  in  it.  The 
Egyptians,  however,  when  they  said  that  there  was  as  much 
of  the  pyramids  in  the  water  as  out  of  it,  probably  meant 
only  that  the  whole  height  was  doubled  in  the  water  by  the 
reflection. 

The  sou  and  successor  of  Sesostris,  that  is,  of  Rameses  III., 
is  named  by  Herodotus  Pheron.  On  the  name  we  can  throw 
no  light ; but  the  two  obelisks  which  he  is  said  to  have 
erected  at  Heliopolis,  out  of  gratitude  on  recovering  from 
his  ten  years’  blindness,  are  works  such  as  either  Amenoph 
the  son  of  Rameses  II.,  or  any  one  of  the  four  or  five  sons  who 
reigned  after  Rameses  III.,  may  be  likely  to  have  executed. 
But  as  Pheron  is  not  identifiable  with  any  monumental 
king,  he  must  be  regarded  only  as  representing  one  of 
Herodotus’s  generations  of  33  J years.  And  as  Herodotus  is 
very  far  from  making  out  by  the  reigns  which  he  mentions 
the  sum  of  something  under  900  years  from  the  accession  of 
Sesostris  to  his  own  time,  we  may  give  him  the  benefit  of 
the  true  date  for  the  accession  of  his  Sesostris,  that  is,  of 
Rameses  III.,  and  reckon  his  generations  from  the  true  date 
B.C.  1321,  which  is  29  years  less  than  900  before  b.c.  450. 
Thus  the  death  of  Pheron  will  be  put  in  b.c.  (1321— 66-J  = ) 
1255.  He  is  succeeded  by  “ a man  of  Memphis”  named 
Proteus.  The  name  is  Greek,  borrowed  from  an  Egyptian 
sea-god  in  Homer : and  the  note  that  he  was  a Memphite 
may  be  an  oblique  acknowledgment  that  Sesostris  himself 
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and  his  son  Pheron  had  not  been  Memphites,  but  Thebans. 
On  the  other  hand  the  handsome  temple  of  the  Foreign 
llathor  erected  by  Proteus  on  the  south  side  of  the  temple  of 
Phthah  at  Memphis,  and  the  Quarter  or  “Camp  of  the 
Tyrians”  around  its  precinct,  arc  clear  signs  that  the 
historical  king  alluded  to  is  really  either  one  of  the  sons  or 
the  grandson  of  Rameses  III.,  whose  naval  power  prepares 
one  for  that  closer  and  permanent  intercourse  with  Phoenicia 
of  which  the  Quarter  of  the  Tyrians  at  Memphis  and  the 
Foreign  llathor  are  not  the  only  signs.  The  end  of  the  ge- 
neration of  Proteus  may  be  brought  as  low  as  B.C.  (1255  — 
33^  = ) 1221.  But  even  if  we  had  reckoned  that  of  Rameses 
III.  from  B.C.  1350  (the  full  900  years  before  Herodotus), 
instead  of  b.c.  1321,  so  that  the  years  of  Proteus  should  end 
within  some  short  time  after  B.c.  1250,  this  might  have  been 
late  enough  to  include  Herodotus’s  date  for  the  war  and 
taking  of  Troy,  which  he  puts  in  the  time  of  Proteus.  For 
elsewhere  he  puts  the  war  of  Troy  about  800  years  before 
his  own  time.  After  Proteus  follows  Ramsinitus,  a name 
which,  without  identifying  itself  with  any  individual  king, 
indicates  that  we  are  among  the  Ramessid  successors  of 
Rameses  III.,  and  not  at  the  3rd  generation  or  reign  after 
the  first  conqueror  of  Nubia  and  Moeris,  or  at  the  gene- 
ration next  preceding  that  of  Cheops  and  his  contemporary 
the  Shepherd.  Of  Ramsinitus  it  is  said  that  he  was  the 
richest  of  all  kings;  and  if  Herodotus  did  not  fail  by  275 
years  or  more  to  make  out  his  900  from  the  accession  of  Se- 
sostris,  or  if  we  could  reckon  his  generations  upwards  from  the 
conquest  of  Sabaco  as  a known  and  fixed  point,  Ramsinitus’s 
generation  would  lie  between  b.c.  979  and  946  ; and  he 
would  then  be  either  the  dexterous  thief  who  broke  into  the 
treasury  of  Solomon,  or  the  natural  inheritor  of  the  spoils 
brought  away  from  Jerusalem  by  Shishonk  I.  Ramsinitus 
also  added  to  the  temple  of  Phthah  at  Memphis  its  western 
propylaea,  seen  and  admired  by  Herodotus:  and  recent 
discoveries  have  brought  to  light  remains  of  magnificent 
buildings  erected  at  Memphis,  and  seemingly  in  connection 
with  the  temple  of  Phthah,  by  a king  who  reigned  about  the 
end  ol  Dyn.  XIX.  Reckoning  in  generations,  one  must  put 
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the  end  of  the  reign  of  Ramsinitus  in  B.C.  1188.  After  him, 
the  Thebans  having  been  already  transformed  into  Mem- 
phites in  Proteus,  five  generations  of  those  Memphite  kings 
who  built  the  pyramids  are  inserted  so  as  to  follow  after  the 
latest  instead  of  the  earliest  Sesostris.  And  these  save  the 
priests  all  need  of  further  mystification  to  conceal  the  Dios- 
polites  of  Dyn.  XX  still  remaining.  For  us,  however,  who 
have  rctransposed  the  five  pyramid-builders  to  their  true 
place  their  names  here  represent  merely  as  many  abstract 
generations  ; except  that  the  addition  of  its  eastern  propylaea 
to  the  temple  of  Phthah  at  Memphis  must  be  detached  from 
the  name  of  Asychis  and  given  to  the  7 th  Ramessid  suc- 
cessor or  generation  after  Ramescs  III.  And  the  five 
generations  indicated  under  the  five  names  from  Cheops  to 
Anysis  (both  being  included)  will  make  in  all  166}  years. 
It  is  true  that  Cheops  and  Cephren  are  not  presented  as 
mere  generations,  but  have  long  actual  reigns  of  50  and  56 
years  given  to  them  : and  a space  of  150  years  is  specified : 
but  these  details  belong  only  to  the  historical  kings  in  their 
true  places  above ; and  Herodotus  himself  shows  below  that 
he  does  not  attempt  to  reckon  by  actual  reigns  till  he  comes 
to  the  accession  of  Psammitichus  I.  The  5 generations 
then  would  take  us  on  from  b.c.  1188  166f  years  to  b.c. 
1021,  between  which  date  and  the  invasion  of  Egypt  by 
the  Ethiopian  Sabaco  in  b.c.  746,  there  is  really  a gap  of 
275  years,  equal  for  Herodotus  to  8 generations  and  above 
8 years  of  a ninth. 

But  Herodotus  by  an  enormous  anticipation  connects  the 
invasion  of  Sabaco  with  the  name  of  Anysis  or  Onnos  the 
8th  successor  of  Sesostris.  And  after  this  name  has  been  put 
back  and  confined  to  Onnos  the  8th  or  9th  successor  (in  one 
line)  of  the  first  Sesostris,  it  is  still  implied,  and  indeed 
directly  asserted,  that  the  invasion  of  Sabaco  took  place 
during  the  8tli  generation  after  Rameses  III.,  that  is,  at  the 
latest  in  B.C.  1021,  before  the  accession  of  Solomon.  And 
not  only  so,  but  while  Sabaco  (under  whose  single  name  the 
three  Ethiopians  of  Dyn.  XXV  are  consolidated)  is  said  to 
have  ruled  Egypt  “ for  50  years ” (jhrl  erea  v),  Anysis  (who 
should  be  Bocchoris),  instead  of  having  been  burned  alive,  is 
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made  to  survive  all  this  time  concealed  in  the  fens.  And 
when  at  length  Sabaco  (or  Tirliakah)  has  voluntarily  with- 
drawn to  Ethiopia,  Anysis  reappears,  and  having  regained  his 
throne,  dies,  it  may  be  presumed,  almost  immediately  after- 
wards. This  event  then  would  seem  to  be  put  by  Herodotus 
not  later  than  n.C.  (1021  — 33^  = 988) 

About  the  same  time,  or  very  shortly  after,  Egypt,  he  con- 
tinues, was  invaded  by  Sennacherib  king  of  the  Arabians  and 
Assyrians,  and  was  miraculously  saved  through  the  piety  of 
a priest  of  Phthah  named  Sethon,  who  had  succeeded  Anysis 
(i.e.  Bocchoris)  as  king.  For  Sethon  having,  as  a priest,  neg- 
lected the  military  caste,  and  even  taken  away  their  lands, 
the  army  was  disaffected,  and  absolutely  refused  to  fight  for 
him.  So  he  would  have  been  in  tbe  utmost  danger.  But  he 
went  into  the  temple,  and  made  complaint  and  supplication 
to  his  god : and  in  answer  to  his  prayer  the  whole  power  of 
the  Assyrian  host,  both  for  offence  and  for  defence,  was  cut 
off  in  a single  night.  How  soon  this  event  (a  manifest  ap- 
propriation of  the  deliverance  of  Ilezekiah)  was  to  be  placed 
after  the  abdication  of  the  Ethiopian  and  the  return  and 
death  of  Anysis,  Herodotus  docs  not  distinctly  say  ; but  as 
he  reckons  from  the  death  of  Mocris  (meaning  the  accession 
of  Rameses  III.)  only  340  years  in  all  to  the  deliverance  of 
Sethon,  so  placing  the  latter  event  in  the  7th  year  of  the 
11th  generation  after  Mocris,  this  requires  that  the  reign  of 
the  Ethiopian  Sabaco,  to  have  lasted  the  50  years,  should 
have  commenced  at  the  least  above  1 1 years  before  the  end 
of  the  9th  generation  (that  is,  of  the  generation  of  Anysis  who 
is  named  next  before  him);  and  that,  even  though  the  50 
years  be  supposed  to  have  ended  only  a few  months  before 
the  invasion  of  Sennacherib,  and  Sethon  to  have  had  a still 
shorter  time,  since  the  death  of  Anysis,  in  which  to  offend 
the  army.  So  Herodotus  puts  the  invasion  of  Sabaco  at  least 
as  high  as  B.C.  1032,  in  the  reign  of  David,  and  the  deliver- 
ance of  Hezekiah  from  Sennacherib  (by  implication)  before 
the  death  of  Solomon.  And  though  one  would  think  that  he 
could  not  have  failed  to  perceive  that  after  completing  the 
generation  of  Sethon  (which  might  bring  him  down  to  B.C. 
955)  he  had  still  (955  — 663  = ) 292  years  to  account  for 
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between  the  death  of  Setlion  and  the  accession  of  Psammi- 
tichus  L,  below  which,  as  he  says,  Egyptian  history  was  well 
known  to  the  Greeks,  he  writes  as  if  it  had  never  occurred  to 
him  to  suspect  any  error.  For  he  deliberately  recapitulates 
and  reckons  from  Mcnes  (330+  11  = ) “ 34 1 generations  ” to 
the  deliverance  of  Sethon  with  (11,000  + 340=)  11,340 
years,  forgetting  seemingly  that  the  330  first-named  gener- 
ations were  all  after  Menes.  And  he  says  that  thc/w/ests  also 
reckoned  this  same  number  of  341  generations  as  conse- 
cutive, and  taking  him  into  a great  hall  or  court  showed  him 
exactly  so  many  images  of  priests  corresponding  to  the  same 
number  of  kings ; the  like  to  which  the  Theban  priests  had 
done  a little  before  with  Hecatams,  except  that  they  showed 
him  345  images  of  priests  answering  to  as  many  kings,  and 
reaching  down  apparently  to  his  own  time.  And  in  all  the 
time  of  the  341  generations,  being  1 1,340  years  as  Herodo- 
tus imagined,  to  Sethon,  but,  as  the  priests  must  have  meant, 
3750  to  Kameses  III.,  or  at  most  3750  +340  = 4090  to 
the  fabulous  Sethon,  no  God  had  ever  appeared  in  human 
form  ; but  in  the  same  space  they  said  the  sun  had  four  times 
changed  his  course,  as  has  been  explained  above.  So  it  is 
perfectly  clear  that  he  was  consciously  putting  the  deli- 
verance of  Sethon  (900  — 340  = ) 560  years  before  his  own 
time.  And  yet  in  relating  the  history  of  Dyn.  XXVI 
below  he  mentions,  without  making  any  difficulty  of  it,  that 
Xecho  the  father  of  Psammitichus  I.  had  been  slain  by 
Sabaco,  and  that  Psammitichus  himself,  then  quite  young, 
bad  been  saved  only  by  being  carried  away  into  Syria;  when 
even  the  abdication  of  Sabaco  (that  is,  of  Tirhakah)  was 
elsewhere  placed  by  himself  (292  +27  = ) 319  years  at  least 
before  the  accession  of  Psammitichus  I. 

The  fact  is  that  in  what  relates  to  the  Ethiopian  Dyn. 
XXVI  he  corrects  himself  in  a manner  by  his  inconsistencies, 
just  as  he  does  also  in  what  relates  to  the  pyramid-builders 
and  the  Exodus.  In  attempting  to  connect  Sabaco  with 
Kameses  III.  he  draws  him  up  by  200  or  300  years ; just  as 
in  attempting  to  make  the  pyramid-builders  follow  after 
Kameses  III.,  as  if  he  and  he  alone  were  Sesostris,  he  draws 
them  down  by  between  600  and  700  years.  But  when  the 
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true  date  which  he  gives  separately  (by  implication)  for 
Sabaco  is  compared  with  the  true  date  also  given  for  the 
latest  Scsostris,  then,  since  neither  of  them  can  rightly  be 
moved,  it  follows  at  once  that  there  is  no  real  connection 
between  Sabaco  and  the  name  Anysis  with  which  his  inva- 
sion is  connected ; that  the  story  of  Anysis  is  a mere  fable 
designed  to  bridge  over  the  chasm ; and  that  there  is  a gap 
of  some  8 generations  between  them.  Or,  rather,  there  is  a 
gap  of  13  generations  in  all  between  Ramsinitus  the  3rd  Ra- 
messid  generation  after  Rameses  III.  and  Sabaco,  since  the 
five  from  Cheops  to  Anysis  or  Onnos  inclusively  must  go 
back  to  Dynasties  XI  and  XII  of  Manetho  (IV  and  V of 
Ptolemy)  to  follow  after  the  earlier  Scsostris. 

This  was  hinted  by  the  priests  themselves,  after  thair 
manner,  even  at  the  very  moment  when  they  were  making 
Herodotus  reassert  circumstantially  their  falsified  and  my- 
thical chronology.  For  Anysis,  they  said,  the  successor  of 
Asychis  or  Sahoura  who  built  the  admirable  brick  pyramid, 
upon  the  invasion  of  Sabaco  fled  and  concealed  himself  in 
the  fens  in  an  island ; not  such  an  island  as  nature  might 
have  formed,  but  an  island  created  on  purpose  for  him  by 
Egyptian  patriotism  ; created  too  out  of  the  ashes  of  some- 
thing which  had  been  burned ; on  an  island  so  well  suited  to 
its  purpose  that  no  mortal  man,  even  of  the  Egyptians 
themselves,  could  ever  again  discover  it,  till,  more  than 
500  years  afterwards  (the  text  has  more  than  700,  which  is 
an  error,  and  would  go  back  to  Ramsinitus  instead  of 
Anysis),  it  was  wanted  again  under  similar  circumstances 
for  Amyrtseus.  In  plain  words,  Amyrtams’  successful  con- 
cealment of  himself  in  the  isle  of  Elbo,  where  he  took  refuge 
perhaps  only  a little  before  B.c.  450  (for  Inarus  was  im- 
paled in  B.C.  456,  and  it  was  in  b.c.  450  that  the  Athenians 
passed  a vote  to  assist  Amyrtous),  was  the  only  historical 
fact  underlying  the  whole  fable.  With  a like  inversion  of 
the  truth  under  the  humanity  of  Sabaco  and  bis  excellent  go- 
vernment are  euphemistically  hidden  his  ferocious  cruelty  in 
sacking  Thebes  (an  event  alluded  to  by  the  Prophet  Nahum) 
and  in  burning  Bocchoris  alive  (which  is  quite  in  keeping 
with  the  allusions  of  the  Prophet).  And  under  his  pious 
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horror  at  the  thought  of  having  to  deal  with  the  Egyptian 
priests  as  Jehu  had  dealt  with  those  of  a neighbouring  coun- 
try, is  a hint  that  his  retirement  was  owing  still  more  to  the 
spirit  and  firmness  of  the  sacerdotal  caste  than  to  either  his 
humanity  or  his  piety. 

After  the  pyramid-builders  have  been  put  up,  and  the 
three  Ethiopian  kings  put  down  to  their  true  places,  and 
13  supplementary  generations  inserted  to  bring  us  from  the 
death  of  Kamsinitus  in  b.C.  1188  to  the  defeat  and  capture  of 
Bocchoris  by  Sabaco  in  b.c.  746,  there  still  remain  in  the 
narrative  of  Herodotus  certain  notices  which  really  refer, 
though  indirectly,  to  the  same  space  of  time  which  Anysis 
and  Sabaco  have  now  evacuated;  that  is,  to  the  10th  century 
before  Christ.  Even  what  is  stated  of  Sabaco  himself,  of 
his  prudent  government  worthy  of  a patriotic  Egyptian,  his 
mounding  up  the  cities  (especially  Bubastis),  and  putting 
Egypt  into  an  attitude  of  military  strength,  belongs  truly  to 
the  time  with  which  he  is  improperly  connected.  And 
when  Herodotus  describes  with  admiration  the  great  works 
which  he  saw  at  Bubastis,  its  prodigious  mounds,  exceeding 
those  of  any  other  city,  the  great  temple  of  its  goddess,  and 
its  festival  which  drew  more  people  together  than  any  other 
festival  in  Egypt,  he  is  giving  unconsciously  the  same 
glimpses  of  history  as  if  he  had  heard  that,  after  the  decline 
of  the  Diospolitcs,  this  city  ofBubastis  had  in  the  10th  century 
before  Christ  become  the  capital  of  a new  dynasty,  the  kings 
of  which  had  executed  those  works  which  excited  his  admi- 
ration, while  the  concourse  still  attracted  to  its  annual  festival 
was  a consequence  and  an  indication  of  a political  importance 
which  had  since  passed  away.  The  wisdom  and  legislation  of 
Bocchoris  and  the  patriotism  of  Satfaco  towards  the  country 
which  he  had  conquered,  and  the  mounds  ascribed  to  them 
both,  are  all  alike  adjuncts  of  the  time  at  which  they  are 
unchronologically  placed,  and  underneath  the  names  of  Boc- 
choris and  Sabaco  those  of  the  Bubastitc  sovereigns  are  to 
be  understood.  \ 

After  dismissing  the  fable  of  Anysis,  and  interposing 
between  the  end  of  the  8th  generation  after  Baineses  III. 
and  Sabaco  Herodotus’s  allusions  to  the  Bubastitc  or  Bubas- 
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tite-Tanite  dynasties,  and  substituting  in  its  true  place  for 
the  name  of  Anysis  that  of  Bocchoris,  and  splitting  the  single 
name  of  Sabaco  into  three  Ethiopian  kings,  we  may  examine 
how  nearly  Herodotus  approaches  anywhere  towards  fixing 
the  true  duration  of  the  Ethiopian  dynasty,  the  date  of  its 
termination,  and  the  length  of  the  interval  between  its  ter- 
mination and  the  accession  of  Psammitichus  I.,  after  which 
Egyptian  history  became  well  known  to  the  Greeks.  We 
cannot  reckon  upwards  for  him  year  by  year  from  his  own 
time,  or  from  the  Persian  conquest  of  Cambyses,  because  he 
has  not  specified  how  long  he  understood  the  Dodecarchy, 
between  the  withdrawal  of  Sabaco  (that  is,  of  Tirhakah)  and 
the  victory  of  Psammitichus  I.,  to  have  lasted.  Neither 
can  we  conclude  anything  definite  from  the  assertion  that 
Psammitichus  was  carried  away,  being  then  very  young,  into 
Syria  when  Sabaco  slew  his  father ; since  the  name  Sabaco 
here  covers  equally  Scvechus  and  Tirhakah.  Still,  con- 
sidering that  Herodotus  makes  Psammitichus  to  have  been 
himself  one  of  the  Dodecarchy,  and  to  have  reigned  on  for 
54  years  after  putting  an  end  to  it,  it  is  clear  that  lie  could 
not  have  supposed  the  interval  between  the  withdrawal  of 
Sabaco  (meaning  the  death  rather  than  the  withdrawal  of 
Tirhakah)  and  the  commencement  of  the  reign  of  Psammi- 
tichus to  have  exceeded  20  or  30  years  at  the  most.  And  if 
we  place  for  him  the  conquest  of  Sabaco  at  its  highest  date, 
that  is  in  b.c.  746,  the  true  date  supplied  by  the  Chronicle, 
his  informants  acknowledge  the  power  of  the  Ethiopians 
over  Egypt  to  have  lasted  6 years  beyond  the  44  given  to 
them  from  this  date  by  the  Chronicle  and  10  beyond  the  40 
of  Manctho.  The  two  accounts  of  Herodotus  and  the 
Chronicle  are  easily  reconciled  by  supposing  tliat  the  with- 
drawal of  Tirhakah  in  B.C.  702  to  Napata,  though  it  made 
room  for  the  existence  of  one  or  more  successions  of  native 
Egyptian  rulers,  by  no  means  terminated  his  own  sove- 
reignty over  Egypt.  Herodotus  was  told  in  effect  that  this 
state  of  things  lasted  from  B.C.  702  to  B.c.  694:  and  by 
implication  that  it  lasted  longer  : since  it  was  not  pretended 
that  the  Ethiopian  died,  but  only  that  he  withdrew  at  the 
end  of  50  years ; when  yet  in  fact  he  had  withdrawn  after 
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44.  Either  then  he  died  after  the  50  years,  or  he  continued 
to  reign  on  after  the  misplaced  date  of  his  withdrawal,  as  he 
is  confessed  to  have  reigned  on  after  its  true  date.  So  it 
may  be  inferred  that  Tirhakah  reigned  on  to  his  death.  And 
Manetho  gives  to  this  king  alone  18  years;  whilean  Apis-stele 
marks  his  26th.  If  Manetho’s  1st  year  of  Sabaco  had  coin- 
cided chronologically  with  the  first  year  of  the  Ethiopians  in 
the  Chronicle,  commencing  in  b.c.  746,  and  if  he  had  given 
to  the  dynasty  the  same  sum  of  44  years,  it  would  have  been 
natural  to  remark  that  the  addition  of  8 years  current,  indi- 
cated by  the  monuments  for  the  last  reign,  might  produce  a 
total  of  51  or  52,  exceeding  by  one  or  two  only  the  “ 50  years” 
of  Herodotus.  But  now  the  apparent  end  of  Manetho’s  Dy- 
nasty XXVI  is  brought  down  by  implication  19  years  below 
the  end  of  the  same  dynasty  in  the  Chronicle,  and  13  below 
its  apparent  end  for  Herodotus,  as  has  been  shown  above  at 
]).  248 : and  that,  although  Manetho  cuts  off  4 years  from  the 
sura  of  44.  Reckoning  upwards  from  the  conquest  of  Cam- 
byses,  and  assuming  that  to  be  really  fixed  to  B.c.  525,  we 
find  Msinetho  to  have  9 years  too  few  between  the  death  of 
Amasis  and  the  accession  of  Psammitichus  I.,  since  the  mo- 
numents require  138  and  he  makes  only  129,  while  Hero- 
dotus, on  the  contrary,  has  7 years  too  many.  But  8 of  the  9 
years  omitted  by  Manetho  are  omitted  in  compensation  for 
8 unchronological  years  below,  which  seem  to  thrust  up 
the  death  of  Amasis  from  B.c.  525  to  b.c.  533.  So  his  ap- 
parent date  for  the  accession  of  Psammitichus  is  not  9 years 
but  only  1 year  too  low,  viz.  in  b.c.  662  instead  of  663  (for 
in  this  calculation  we  need  not  notice  an  excess  of  2 months 
due  to  Dynasty  XVII  far  above).  But  for  Herodotus  the 
apparent  accession  of  Psammitichus  is  in  b.c.  670.  Then  the 
list  of  Manctho’s  Dynasty  XXVI  has  three  nominal  reigns 
above  that  of  Psammitichus,  with  7,  6,  and  8 years  respec- 
tively, of  which  the  last  year  must  be  taken  to  supply  the 
first  monumental  year  of  Psammitichus,  which  is  still  wanting. 
One  year,  then,  having  been  made  over  to  Psammitichus  as 
its  true  owner,  Manetho  has  above  the  accession  of  Psam- 
mitichus I.  (now  standing  at  b.c.  663,  its  true  date)  and  the 
end  of  his  Ethiopian  dynasty  as  many  as  20  years  still  rc- 
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maining.  These  take  us  up  to  Thotli  I in  B.c.  683  for  the 
death  of  Tirhakah ; and  the  first  13  of  them,  lying  between 
n.C.  683  and  B.c.  670  (Herodotus’s  date  for  the  accession  of 
Fsamniitichus  I.),  and  13  besides,  lying  between  b.c.  696 
and  b.c.  683,  will  make  together  26  years ; which  26  years 
will  be  the  apparent  duration  for  Herodotus  to  give  to  the 
Dodecarchy,  if  the  conquest  of  Sabaco  be  fixed  at  its  true 
date,  and  only  50  years  be  reckoned  downwards  from  that 
point  to  the  end  of  the  reign  of  Tirhakah,  while  145,  instead 
of  138,  are  reckoned  upwards  from  b.c.  525  to  the  accession 
of  Psammiticlms  I.  Now  if  from  B.c.  683  we  were  to  reckon 
upwards  for  Tirhakah  only  the  25  or  26  years  required  by  the 
monuments,  his  accession  would  be  found  at  Jan.  23,  in  b.c. 
708  or  709,  only  6 or  7 years  above  the  date  of  his  withdrawal 
to  Napata,  according  to  the  Chronicle.  But  if,  in  order  to 
obtain  an  agreement  for  the  units  of  the  three  Ethiopian 
reigns  with  those  assigned  or  implied  for  them  by  Manetho, 
we  suppose  Tirhakah  to  have  reigned  in  all  31  years,  his 
accession  will  have  been  in  B.c.  714,  and  he  will  have 
reigned  12  years  at  his  withdrawal.  And  if  Sevechus  reigned 
the  14  years  of  the  lists,  they  will  have  begun  in  b.c.  728. 
And,  lastly,  Sabaco,  whose  accession  is  fixed  to  b.c.  746, 
will  have  had  18  instead  of  oidy  8 years.  And  thus,  if  we 
put  together  all  the  years  indicated  either  by  the  Chronicle, 
or  by  Herodotus,  or  by  Manetho,  and  by  the  monuments, 
separately,  or  by  all  concurrently,  they  are  as  follows: — 

Herod,  from  b.c.  746  (10  + 8)+14  + (8  + 4 + G ) =60  to  b.c.  696. 

Chron.  from  b.c.  746  (10  + 8)  + 14  + (8  + 4 ) =44  to  b.c.  702. 

Man.  from  b.c.  736  ( 8)  + 14  + (8  + 4 + 6 ) =40  to  b.c.  696. 

Monum.fr om  b.c.  746  (10  + 8)  + 14  + (8  + 4 + 6 + 13)  «-63  to  b.c.  683. 

Thus,  if  Tirhakah  reigned  in  all  31  years  rather  than  only 
the  25  or  26  required  by  the  monuments,  and  Manetho  has 
rightly  indicated  Feb.  11  in  B.c.  683  as  the  Thoth  1 pre- 
ceding his  death,  the  whole  sum  for  the  dynasty  is  63.  And 
when  the  priests  told  Herodotus  that  the  Ethiopian  ruled 
Egypt  “ for  50  years,”  carrying  his  reign  on  beyond  the  with- 
drawal to  Napata,  and  yet  stopping  short  of  the  death  of 
Tirhakah,  and  omitting  the  last  13  monumental  years  of 
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his  reign,  this  was  probably  because  they  thought  50  years 
were  as  many  as  could  well  be  given  to  a single  king,  who 
did  not  die  at  the  end  of  them,  and  who  had  already  kept 
Anysis  far  too  long  for  probability  out  of  his  throne.  As 
for  Sethon,  he  (as  a king  at  least)  will  disappear  altogether, 
unless  any  one  suppose  the  invasion  of  Sennacherib  to  have 
taken  place  later  than  any  date  at  which  Psammitichus  I. 
may  have  been  saved  in  the  manner  related  by  Herodotus, 
and  later  than  the  26th  year  of  Tirhakali,  marked  on  an 
Apis-tomb  at  Memphis. 

An  objection  has  been  urged  from  the  Apis-stele  referred 
to  against  that  chronology  which  is  indicated  by  the  Bible, 
as  well  as  by  profane  sources,  for  the  synchronism  of  the 
14th  year  of  Hezekiah  with  the  invasion  of  Sennacherib, 
and  with  some  one  or  other  of  the  years  of  Tirhakah.  And  it 
has  been  thought  necessary  either  to  suppose  some  corruption 
in  the  received  text  of  the  Scriptures,  or  else  to  deny  its 
historical  authority.  It  is  true,  indeed,  that  an  Apis-bull, 
born  in  the  26th  year  of  Tirhakah,  and  dying  near  the  end 
of  the  20th  of  Psammitichus  I.,  would  seem  to  have  lived  at 
least  39,  and  at  most  45  complete  years.  And  it  is  probable 
that  the  reign  of  18  years  given  by  Manetho  to  Tirhakali, 
if  not  found  ready  made  by  the  “ 50  years”  of  Herodotus, 
was  produced  either  by  cutting  off  one  whole  decad  from  a 
total  reign  of  28  years,  or  by  cutting  off  4 from  the  first  12 
years  of  Tirhakah,  reckoned  down  to  his  withdrawal,  while 
adding  to  him  a whole  decad,  and  suppressing  a decad  on  the 
reign  of  Sabaco  above.  It  seems  most  probable,  then,  that 
the  three  reigns  were  of  the  lengths  of  18,  14,  and  (8+4 
+ 6 + 13  = ) 31  years  respectively;  and  that  the  reign  of 
Tirhakah  began  in  b.c.  714  and  ended  in  B.C.  683.  And, 
if  so,  the  Apis  born  in  the  26th  year  of  Tirhakah,  how- 
ever late  in  the  year  it  may  have  been,  would  be  born 
before  Thoth  1 = Feb.  12  in  b.c.  688,  and  would  die  not 
much  before  Thoth  1 = Feb.  1 in  b.c.  643,  at  the  age  of 
45  years  complete.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  possible,  cer- 
tainly, that  Tirhakah  mag  have  reigned  only  25  years  com- 
plete, and  the  Apis-bull  of  the  stele  mug  have  been  born  in  a 
26th  current  year  never  completed.  It  is  possible  too  that 
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even  as  many  as  8 or  10  months  of  the  year  commencing 
with  Thoth  1 in  b.c.  683,  and  reckoned  by  Manetho  to  his 
Dyn.  XXVI,  may  have  belonged  to  the  actual  reign  of  Tir- 
hakah,  i.e.  to  his  26th  year  current,  and  that  the  Apis  may 
have  been  born  towards  the  end  of  these  8 or  10  months  ; 
and  if  so,  he  may  have  lived  only  39  years  complete.  But  in 
this  case  the  accession  of  Tirhakah  must  have  been  in  b.c. 
708 ; and  his  reign  down  to  Thoth  1,  in  b.c.  702,  where  the 
Chronicle  ends  the  dynasty  on  his  withdrawal  to  Xapata,  will 
have  only  6 years ; while  for  its  continuance  afterwards  there 
will  be  19  years  and  some  mouths;  so  that  its  8 units  in  the 
lists  of  Manctlio  will  be  entirely  arbitrary  and  unaccounta- 
ble. But  in  any  case  it  is  clear  that  this  Apis-bull  lived  either 
at  the  least  39,  or  at  the  most  45  years  complete  ; whereas 
Button  and  other  naturalists  have  assigned  as  the  term  of  life 
for  the  ox  kind  15  or  16  years.  And  though  the  Apis  tombs 
show  one  or  two  undeniable  instances  of  bulls  living  to 
26  or  27  years,  there  is  certainly  a long  step  to  be  made  from 
26  or  27  to  45  or  even  39.  It  is  not  reasonable,  however, 
to  set  aside  the  text  of  the  Scriptures,  where  there  are  no 
various  readings,  nor  any  discrepancy  between  the  Hebrew 
and  the  Greek,  still  less  to  deny  the  historical  authority  even 
of  the  genuine  text  itself,  and  that  too  when  its  chronology 
seems  to  be  borne  out  by  the  best  profane  authorities,  merely 
from  some  presumption  about  the  possible  longevity  of  a 
bull.  Another  animal,  the  horse,  is  much  more  often 
allowed  to  live  on  and  to  die  a natural  death  than  are  bulls 
or  cows;  and  yet  the  exceptional  longevity  of  particular’ 
horses  is  found  to  go  much  beyond  what  is  generally  known 
or  supposed.  The  present  writer,  for  one,  had  heard  of 
horses  living  to  the  age  of  40,  or  thereabouts,  but  not  beyond. 
But  after  his  attention  had  been  turned  to  the  subject,  he 
soon  heard  from  two  quarters  of  horses  having  lived  over 
50 ; and  recently  he  has  heard  of  a horse  which  at  the  age  of 
70  years  was  still  able  to  carry  his  master  (a  priest  in  Ame- 
rica), who  was  himself  as  nearly  as  possible  of  the  same  age. 
Now,  though  one  cannot  argue  from  the  life  of  a horse, 
or  even  of  a buffalo,  to  that  of  a cow  or  bull,  since  the 
animals  are  not  of  the  same  species,  one  may  argue  fairly 
that  if  our  anticipations  respecting  an  animal  often  kept  till 
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it  dies  of  old  age  turn  out  to  be  inadequate,  it  is  probable 
that  similar  anticipations  respecting  an  animal  very  seldom 
allowed  to  die  a natural  death  may  be  inadequate  also.  And, 
in  fact,  since  page  209  of  this  work  was  printed  (where  the 
difficulty  caused  by  the  Apis  born  in  the  26  th  of  Tirhakah 
was  set  aside  on  general  grounds),  some  almanacks  and 
periodicals  for  this  present  year  (a.d.  1860)  have  published 
an  account  of  a cow  which  was  actually  living  and  in  her 
36th  year  when  p.  209  was  written;  as  if  she  had  been 
allowed  to  live  on  purpose  to  supply  an  illustration  of  the 
stele  in  the  Louvre. 

The  case  is  so  much  in  point,  and  so  well  authenticated, 
that  the  memoir  itself  in  the  form  in  which  it  was  received 
from  the  owner  and  breeder  of  the  cow  shall  be  here  inserted : 


History  of  the  old  Keillor  Cow  sent  to  Aberdeen  for  the  Meeting  of  the  British 
Association , Sept.  14,  A.D.  1859. 


The  Keillor  cow,  of  the  improved  Angus  Polled  or  Doddcd  breed,  was  bred 
by  Hugh  Watson  at  Keillor,  and  kept  by  him  till  she  died,  July  1,  1859,  at  the 
age  of  thirty-five  years  and  six  months.  The  object  in  keeping  this  cow  till 
sho  died  of  old  age  was  to  ascertain  how  long  an  animal  of  her  class  with  fine 
constitution  could  be  profitably  kept,  and  to  what  age  she  would  live  in  her 
natural  state  ; no  well  anthenticated  record  of  these  facts  having  been  previ- 
ously preserved  regarding  the  domestic  cow. 

The  Keillor  eow  was  the  dam  of  25  calves,  all  prise  animals.  She  gave  up 
breeding  after  her  28 th  year,  and  gave  no  more  milk.  Her  progeny  are  spread 
over  various  countries,  besides  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Rritain  and 
Ireland,  as  specimens  of  the  improved  breed  of  Angus  Polled  Cattle. 

She  was  exhibited  at  the  Highland  and  Agricultural  Society’s  Show  as  extra 
stock  at  Aberdeen  in  1858,  when  her  owner  had  the  Society's  medal  awarded 
as  the  exhibitor  of  so  extraordinary  an  animal.  And  the  herd  who  had  at- 
tended on  her  all  her  lifetime,  and  had  been  in  the  service  of  II.  Watson  for  42 
years,  James  Thomson,  was  presented  with  a medal  and  premium  of  100 
francs,  by  the  Soci(tt  Protcctrice  dcs  Animaux,  S'c.,  of  Paris,  through  their 
Secretary  M.  Dntrone. 

An  ox,  the  property  of  Her  Majesty  the  Queen,  a calf  of  this  eow,  died  at 
the  Home  Farm,  Windsor,  two  years  ago,  in  consequence  of  an  accident,  at 
the  age  of  18  years.  lie  had  been  a prize  animal  in  England,  Ireland,  and 
Scotland,  and  for  many  years  useful  in  harness  on  the  farm. 

A photograph  portrait  of  the  hbovc  old  cow,  taken  two  days  before  she  died, 
is  herewith  sent,  to  show  her  emaciated  frame  and  worn  out  appearance. 

The  above  facts  arc  certified  by  me,  the  breeder  of  the  cow,  and  by  James 
Thomson,  the  attendant  of  my  cattle  at  Keillor,  this  1st  day  of  September, 
1859.  (Signed)  Hugh  Watson. 

Jam  ns  Thomson. 
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For  “ the  341  generations  and  1 1,340  years”  down  to  [the 
deliverance  of]  Scthon,  the  priests  of  Memphis  and  Helio- 
polis were  Herodotus’s  only  informants:  hut  after  Setlion  he 
relates  what  he  had  collected  from  various  other  sources,  and 
in  part  what  he  had  witnessed  or  seen  proof  of  himself. 

His  story  of  the  Dodecarchy  is  an  acknowledgment  of  an 
interval  of  weakness  and  dissension ; so  Diodorus  calls  some 
part  of  it  “ anarchy.”  And  therein  was  accomplished  the  pro- 
phecy of  Isaiah  (xix.  2),  saying,  “ I will  set  the  Egyptians 
against  the  Egyptians : they  shall  fight  every  one  against  his 
brother,  city  against  city,  and  kingdom  against  kingdom .” 
And  the  discord  still  remaining  may  have  been  one  reason 
with  Psammitichus,  after  his  victory,  for  determining  to  main- 
tain a permanent  corps  of  Greek  mercenaries,  to  whom  he 
even  gave  the  post  of  honour  over  both  the  rival  divisions  of 
the  native  army.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  to  ascribe  the 
building  of  the  stupendous  Labyrinth  in  the  Fayoum  to  any 
such  late  time  of  weakness  and  discord  as  that  between  the 
Ethiopian  and  the  Saite  dynasties  is  a manifest  error.  And 
Herodotus  himself,  though  unconsciously,  touches  upon  the 
truth  when  he  associates  the  Labyrinth  with  the  pyramids, 
comparing  it  with  them,  and  declaring  it  to  surpass  them  all. 
The  lists  of  Manetho  and  Ptolemy  correct  his  error  (which 
is  only  the  sequence  of  his  transposition  of  the  pyramid- 
builders)  : and  recent  discoveries  have  demonstrated  that  the 
Labyrinth  really  belonged  to  the  same  age  with  the  pyra- 
mids, the  name  of  Amenemhe  III.  (who  reigned  from  b.c. 
1854  to  B.C.  1811)  having  been  found  upon  its  ruins. 

The  fact  mentioned  by  Herodotus  that  Nccho,  the  father 
of  Psammitichus,  had  been  slain  by  the  Ethiopian,  and  that 
Psammitichus  had  himself  been  saved  with  difficulty,  indi- 
cates that  their  family  had  some  claims  of  its  own,  at  least 
in  the  Delta ; and  Manetho  strengthens  this  presumption  by 
giving  to  his  Dyn.  XXVI,  before  the  name  of  its  true 
founder,  three  other  names,  the  last  of  the  three  being 
Nccho,  who  must  be  understood  to  be  separated  chronologi- 
cally from  his  son  and  nominal  successor  by  an  interval  of 
above  20  years.  Parallel  in  appearance  with  these  three 
names  of  Manetho  (but  really  later  on  account  of  the  in- 
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terval  just  mentioned),  we  find  on  monuments  in  the  Thc- 
baid  two  kings  named  Kasto  and  Piankhi,  the  latter  being, 
as  it  seems,  the  Ethiopian  consort  of  Ammeniritis  the  daugh- 
ter of  Kasto.  For  Piankhi  is  also  the  name  of  the  kin" 

o 

who  succeeded  Tirhakah  at  Napata.  Hence  one  under- 
stands how  the  Ethiopian  rule  of  Egypt,  which  had  not 
really  ceased  on  the  withdrawal  of  Tirhakah,  might  cease  ne- 
vertheless at  his  death,  if  he  had  married  his  younger  son  or 
nephew  to  an  Egyptian  princess  who  was  regarded  at  Thebes 
as  the  heiress  of  native  legitimacy.  And  such  a settlement 
and  partition  of  his  dominions  might  really  have  been  re- 
commended to  Tirhakah  by  those  motives  which,  in  an  exag- 
gerated form,  were  named  to  Herodotus  as  causing  his  abdi- 
cation. Hence  in  the  lists  of  Ptolemy  we  find  prefixed  to 
the  Saitcs  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XXVI  the  name  of  the  queen 
Ammeniritis , contracted  into  Ammeris,  with  a note,  referring 
doubtless  to  her  husband  Piankhi,  that  she  was  “ an  Ethio- 
pian.” And  this  apparition,  strange  as  it  seems,  of  a The- 
ban and  even  an  Ethiopian  name  at  the  head  of  a dynasty 
of  Saitcs,  is  again  illustrated  by  the  monuments,  when  they 
show  that  Psammiticlius  I.  took  for  hi3  wife  the  Theban 
princess  Sepunteput,  daughter  of  Ammeniritis  and  Piankhi, 
and  thus  strengthened  the  claims  of  his  own  family.  And, 
as  it  appears  further  that  the  Saite  successors  of  Psammiti- 
chus  I.  made  a practice  of  marrying  their  half-sisters  the 
princesses  and  “ Pallades  ” descended  from  Ammeniritis,  she 
would  stand  to  the  whole  dynasty  in’  the  same  relation  as  the 
famous  black  queen  Aalunes  Nofriari  had  stood  to  all  her 
descendants  of  Dyn.  XVIII. 

Psammiticlius,  so  Herodotus  relates,  having  engaged  in 
his  service  some  Carian  and  Ionian  pirates  driven  by  stress 
of  weather  on  to  his  coasts,  these  “ brazen  men,”  whom  the 
oracle  of  Buto  had  bidden  him  to  expect  “ from  the  sea,” 
were  so  useful  in  the  battle  at  Momcmphis  that  he  settled 
them  as  a permanent  corps  on  the  banks  of  the  river  near 
Bubastis,  whence,  a century  later,  they  were  removed  to 
Memphis  to  become  the  body-guard  of  Ainasis.  F rom  that 
time  Egypt  was  opened  to  the  Greeks.  Naucratis,  on  the 
Saitic  branch  of  the  Nile,  the  only  emporium  for  strangers. 
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was  ultimately  given  to  them  as  a settlement,  and  a race  of 
interpreters  was  trained  to  do  the  work  of  modern  dragomans. 
Through  these  interpreters,  therefore,  it  was  that  Hecatams 
and  Herodotus  proposed  their  questions  to  the  priests  and 
received  answers.  Herodotus  mentions  further  on  what  oc- 
casion it  was  that  Greeks  and  Europeans  for  the  first  time 
ascended  the  Nile  and  penetrated  beyond  Syene  into 
Nubia.  It  was  when  the  force  stationed  on  the  Nubian 
frontier  had  deserted.  Psammitichus  went  himself  to  Ele- 
phantine to  parley  with  them;  but  having  arrived,  as  it 
seems,  too  late,  he  sent  some  of  his  Greeks  up  the  Nile  to 
overtake  them  and  persuade  them  to  return.  So  they  went 
up  as  far  as  the  island  called  Tachomso,  but  without  suc- 
cess. An  interesting  confirmation  of  Herodotus’s  accuracy 
has  been  found  at  Abou-simbel,  about  30  miles  below  the 
second  cataract,  in  a contemporary  inscription  on  the  leg  of 
one  of  the  colossi  before  the  great  rock-temple  of  Itameses 
II.,  recording  this  same  fact,  and  left  there  by  some  of  the 
Greeks  themselves.  It  is  written  in  uncial  letters  among 
which  there  appears  both  the  ¥ and  the  II,  but  not  the  fl, 
and  is  in  the  dialect  of  the  Dorians  of  Caria : 

HaatXecos  f\0ovros  els  KXefpavrlirrjv  'V  apixTjTi-^ov, 
tout  a eypayfrav  toi  ovv  ylrapp.ijTl^(p  tu>  (~)eofc\ovs 
brXeov,  ij\0ov  Be  Hepiaos  KaOinrepdev,  els  ou  iroTapbs 
avlei  aXKoyXwa-crcos  ’ ti^enoratTcpTTTO  Atrjxrm  lens  Be  “Apaais' 

* E/y pacjje  Aap,edp%(ov  ’ Apmftl%ov  xal  TW]\e<f>os  O vBdpov. 

That  is:  “ At  tho  time  when  the  king  Psammitichus  had 
gone  up  and  was  at  Elephantine,  this  was  written  by  those 
who  under  Psammitichus  the  son  of  Theocles  sailed  [up 
higher],  and  went  above  Kerkis,  to  where  a river  runs  up 
[from  the  Nile],  called  in  the  tongue  of  the  country  Ichepo- 
tasimpto,  but  in  Egyytian  Amasis  (that  is,  the  River  of  the 
Moon  or  of  Amasis).  Damearchon  son  of  Amoebichus,  and 
Peleplius  son  of  Oudamus  [Eudcmus  ?],  wrote  this.” 

The  re-establishment  of  civil  unity  and  a freer  inter- 
course with  foreigners  explain  in  some  measure  the  fact  that 
the  numerous  monuments,  small  and  great,  of  this  dynasty, 
especially  those  of  the  long  reigns  of  the  first  and  the  last  of 
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its  five  kings,  show  a remarkable  revival  and  improvement  of 
Egyptian  art.  As  regards  Psammitichus  I.,  Herodotus 
mentions  more  particularly  that  he  completed  the  additions 
made  by  earlier  kings  to  the  temple  of  Phthah  at  Memphis 
by  building  its  southern  propylata,  with  an  hypsethral  court 
for  the  residence  of  Apis  attached.  One  of  the  numerous 
monuments  of  the  same  king  still  remaining  is  the  obelisk 
which  stands  on  the  Monte  Citorio  at  Rome.  This  is  one  of 
those  described  by  Pliny ; but  he  confounds  it  with  another 
belonging  to  Seti  I.  and  Raineses  II.,  which  stands  at  the 
Porta  del  Popolo  near  the  ancient  Flaminian  Gate.  That 
of  Psammitichus  is  doubly  interesting  both  for  its  original 
connection  with  the  reign  under  which  Egypt  first  came  into 
contact  with  the  Greeks  and  with  the  West,  and  also  because 
its  removal  to  Rome  by  Augustus  was  designed,  as  is  stated 
in  the  inscription  at  its  base,  to  mark  the  epoch  at  which 
Egypt  was  incorporated  into  the  Roman  empire,  and  he  him- 
self became  the  master  of  the  world. 

Of  Necho  II.,  son  of  Psammitichus  I.,  Herodotus  relates 
that  he  resumed  but  again  abandoned  a work  originally  com- 
menced, according  to  others,  by  Sesostris  (meaning  Ramcses 
II.),  and  afterwards  completed  by  Darius,  viz.  that  of  cutting 
a ship  canal  from  the  Nile,  from  a little  above  Bubastis, 
near  Pithom,  in  the  district  of  Avaris  (KaTinrepOe  oXi'yov 
HovftaoTios  tt6\ios  irapa  llaTovpav  t t)v  'Apafiiijv  troXiv),  to  the 
head  of  the  Red  Sea.  Failing  in  this  project,  he  built  fleets 
on  both  seas  ; and  an  expedition  starting  by  his  orders  from 
the  Red  Sea  returned  to  Egypt  in  the  third  year  by  the 
Mediterranean,  having  successfully  accomplished  the  circum- 
navigation of  Africa.  The  victory  of  Necho  over  the 
Syrians  of  Palestine  at  Magdolum,  the  Jews  being  then  in 
league  with  the  Babylonians,  and  the  mention  of  his  after- 
wards taking  a city  as  great  as  Sardis,  named  Cadytis,  which 
from  another  passage  is  clearly  shown  to  be  Gaza,  is  in  per- 
fect agreement  with  the  passages  in  the  Bible  in  which  it  is 
mentioned  that  Necho  defeated  and  slew  Josiah  at  Me- 
giddo,  when  he  had  come  out  to  oppose  the  Egyptian  army, 
then  on  its  march  towards  Carchemish  on  the  Euphrates; 
that  he  smote  Gaza  (Jerem.  xlvii.  1);  and  that  afterwards, 
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wheh  he  was  at  Riblah,  in  the  land  of  Hamath,  he  made 
.Tehoiakim  king  instead  of  Jehoahaz,  whom  he  carried  away 
captive  with  him  into  Egypt.  (4  Kings  xxiii.  34 ; Jer.  xlvii.  1.) 

When  Herodotus  relates  that  in  the  time  of  Psammiti- 
chus  II.,  ambassadors  came  from  Elis  into  Egypt  announcing 
there,  as  in  other  countries,  the  regulations  made  to  insure 
fair  decisions  in  the  Olympic  Games,  cither  some  incidental 
communication  addressed  to  Greeks  settled  in  Egypt  is 
alluded  to,  or  else,  if  it  were  implied  that  the  Olympic 
Games  were  instituted  in  the  time  of  Psammitichus  II., 
Herodotus  gives  the  story  as  it  was  told  to  him  by  his  inter- 
preter without  troubling  himself  to  notice  an  anachronism 
of  two  centuries. 

There  is  another  story  connected  with  the  name  of  Mycc- 
rinus  who  built  the  third  pyramid,  namely,  that  his  calamities 
began  with  the  death  of  his  only  daughter,  whose  wooden 
mummy-case  Herodotus  himself  saw  in  the  form  of  a kneel- 
ing cow,  with  the  head  and  neck  thickly  gilt  and  the  disk  of 
llathor  or  Isis  also  gilt  between  the  horns,  the  body  of  the 
cow  being  covered  with  a purple  pall.  To  this  cow  they 
offered  incense  daily  ; and  all  night  lights  were  kept  burning 
before  it.  And  once  a year,  at  the  solemnity  of  the  Lamen- 
tation and  Search  of  Isis  for  Osiris,  it  was  carried  out  in 
procession.  This  story  (in  some  of  the  details  of  which 
Herodotus  detected  them  to  be  fabling  and  imposing  upon 
him)  has  been  happily  illustrated  by  Lepsius  by  putting  to- 
gether the  following  facts:  first,  that  two  princesses  and 
« Pallades,”  seemingly  mother  and  daughter,  and  both  named 
alike  Nitocris,  the  one  the  daughter,  the  other  the  grand- 
daughter of  Sepuntcput  the  daughter  of  Ammeniritis,  ap- 
pear from  the  monuments  to  have  been  wives  to  their  half- 
brothers  Necho  II.  and  Psammitichus  II. ; secondly,  that  the 
place  where  Herodotus  saw  the  mummy-case  of  the  daugh- 
ter of  Mycerinus  was  Sais,  where  he  saw  also  the  tombs  of 
the  kings  of  the  Saite  dynasty  ; and  further,  it  was  in  the 
palace  at  Sais ; and  in  an  adjoining  chamber  there  were  the 
wooden  images  of  the  wives  and  concubines  of  the  same 
Mycerinus;  lastly,  that  the  name  Menchere  or  Mycerinus 
was  taken  exceptionally  by  Psammitichus  II.,  one  of  the 
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kings  of  the  Saitc  dynasty.  This  last  curious  fact  is  proved, 
according  to  Lepsius,  by  the  inscriptions  on  the  sarcophagus 
(now  in  the  British  Museum)  of  a daughter  of  Psammitichus 
II.  and  the  younger  Nitocris,  named  Anchnes,  by  marrying 
whom  Amasis,  after  his  usurpation,  connected  himself  with 
the  family  of  his  predecessors.  The  name  of  an  officer,  Shi- 
shonk,  who  appears  on  one  monument  in  attendance  upon 
this  queen  Anchncs,  hints  that  this  Saite  dynasty  was  not 
destitute  of  some  connection  with  the  Saites,  Tanites,  and 
Bubastites,  who  had  preceded  the  Ethiopian  invasion.  But 
the  facts  brought  together  by  Lepsius  leave  no  doubt  that 
Psammitichus  II.,  and  not  the  builder  of  the  third  pyramid, 
was  the  Mycerinus  of  whose  domestic  bereavement  (and 
of  whose  short  reign  also,  perhaps,  of  only  six  years)  Hero- 
dotus heard  at  Sais.  He  may  really  have  lost  an  only 
daughter  named  after  her  mother  and  grandmother  Nitocris. 
Or  there  may  be  some  confusion  ; and  a daughter  may  have 
been  mentioned,  when  it  was  really  his  half-sister  and  wife. 
Of  this  there  is  a hint  in  that  other  version  of  the  story 
according  to  which  Mycerinus  had  desired  to  contract  an  in- 
cestuous marriage  with  the  princess  whose  mummy-case  was 
seen  by  Herodotus.  However  this  may  have  been,  it  was 
hence  probably  that  the  Greek  name  of  Rhodopis  of  the 
time  of  Amasis  came  to  be  connected  with  Mycerinus  of 
the  third  pyramid ; and  hence  that  Manctho  took  the  hint 
for  introducing  the  historical  queen  Nitocris,  described  by 
him  as  iv/iop<f>oTi'iTt]  and  £av6r)  t!/u  xpoidi/,  that  is,  as  being 
poSwvis,  as  its  foundress. 

The  monuments  (see  above,  p.  254)  show  that  the  16 
and  the  6 years  reckoned  by  Herodotus  to  Necho  II.  and 
to  Psammitichus  II.  respectively,  make  together  only  21 
chronological  years.  They  show  also  that  Apries,  to  whom 
he  gives  25  years,  reigned  in  truth  only  19  full.  These 
then,  are  the  7 years  (viz.  the  16th  of  Necho  II.,  and  the 
last  6 of  the  25  of  Apries)  which  are  to  be  deducted  in  order 
to  make  the  reigns  of  Herodotus  all  chronological.  And, 
when  this  is  done,  the  synchronism  of  Josiah  and  Necho 
II.  is  still  just  exhibited  in  the  1st  or  2nd  year  of  the  latter, 
B.c.  609  or  608.  And  here  Herodotus,  together  with  the 
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monuments,  supplies  an  important  correction  of  Manetlio’s 
lists,  in  which  6 years  only  arc  given  to  Necho,  so  that  his 
accession,  if  reckoned  upwards  from  b.c.  525,  would  stand 
no  higher  than  b.c.  600  : and  even  if  the  Persian  conquest 
were  placed,  as  thrust  up  by  Manetho,  in  b.c.  533,  still  the 
accession  of  Necho  would  be  only  in  b.c.  608,  possibly  not 
too  low  for  the  synchronism.  The  last  year  of  Apries  being 
coincident  with  the  36tli  or  37th  of  Nebuchadnezzar  (ac- 
cording as  his  years  are  reckoned)  and  ending  early  in  B.C. 
569,  which  is  18  years  after  the  reduction  of  Jerusalem  and 
3 after  the  1 3 years’  siege  of  Tyre,  it  may  be  inferred  from  the 
prophecies  (Is.  xx. ; Jer.  xliii.  xlvii. ; Ez.  xxix.  xxx.)  that, 
besides  the  defeat  of  his  army  sent  against  Cyrene,  Apries 
near  the  end  of  his  reign  suffered  a greater  disaster  not  men- 
tioned to  Herodotus  in  the  subjugation  of  Egypt  by  Nebuchad- 
nezzar. This  was  so  natural  a consequence  of  the  conquest 
of  Syria  that  it  might  be  taken  for  granted,  unless  it  had 
been  recorded  either  that  the  conqueror  died  before  invading 
Egyp or  that  he  was  defeated  on  invading  it.  Josephus 
indeed  is  in  error  both  respecting  the  siege  of  Tyre,  and 
the  conquest  of  Egypt.  According  to  Berosus,  whom  he 
quotes,  Nebuchadnezzar’s  first  campaign,  while  his  father 
still  lived,  was  caused  by  the  revolt  of  “ the  satrap  set  over 
Syria  and  Egypt.”  And  Nebuchadnezzar,  having  defeated 
and  taken  this  “ satrap,”  had  already  regained  both  Syria  and 
Egypt  when  he  heard  of  his  father’s  death.  And  thus  far 
perhaps  it  is  only  Berosus  who  is  in  fault.  But  elsewhere 
Josephus  in  his  own  name  writes  that  Nebuchadnezzar 
began  the  siege  of  Tyre  in  the  7 th  year  of  his  reign.  And 
in  lib.  x.  of  his  Antiquities  of  the  Jews,  he  writes  that  “in 
the  fifth  year  after  the  laying  waste  of  Jerusalem,  that  is, 
in  the  23rd  year  of  his  reign,”  Nebuchadnezzar  marchcdupon 
Coelesyria,  and  the  countries  of  the  Ammonites  and  the 
Moabites;  and  having  completely  subdued  these  peoples,  he 
invaded  Egypt  to  subdue  it ; “ and  he  sletc  the  king  who  was 
then  reigning ; and  having  appointed  another  to  be  king  in 
his  stead,  he  carried  away  captive  the  Jews  who  were  in 
Egypt,  as  it  were  for  the  second  time,  to  Babylon.”  Ac- 
cording to  these  statements  Tyre  would  have  been  besieged 
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and  taken  before  the  burning  of  the  Temple  of  Jerusalem  ; 
and  Apries  would  have  been  defeated  and  slain  by  Nebu- 
chadnezzar live  years  after,  in  B.c.  582,  in  the  7th  year  of 
his  own  reign,  which  yet  we  know  lasted  12  years  longer. 
It  would  follow  too  that  Amasis  must  have  been  then  made 
king  by  the  Babylonians.  And,  if  so,  that  he  reigned  not 
44  only  but  56  years,  and  Apries  instead  of  19  only  7.  But 
the  spoils  of  Egypt  are  promised  (Ez.  xxix.  18)  to  Nebu- 
chadnezzar and  his  army  after  the  reduction  of  Tyre  as  their 
hire  for  their  long  and  hard  service  in  that  siege.  Josephus 
therefore  is  entirely  out  here  in  his  chronology;  nor  can 
he  be  right  in  his  facts;  except  thus  far,  that  Nebuchadnez- 
zar, before  he  was  driven  from  his  throne,  subdued  Egypt, 
and  that  Amasis  on  his  successful  revolt  against  Apries 
some  years  later  obtained  the  recognition  of  the  Babylo- 
nians. In  any  case  the  relation  of  Herodotus  shows  how 
that  which  had  been  prophesied  of  Apries,  that  he  should 
“ be  given  up  into  the  hands  of  the  men  who  sought  his 
life”  (Jer.  xliv.  30),  was  accomplished.  In  like  manner  it 
might  fairly  have  been  collected  that  Cyrus  also,  some  30 
years  or  more  later,  received  the  submission  of  Amasis,  even 
if  this  had  not  been  implied  by  a story  in  Herodotus  making 
Cambyses  to  be  the  son  of  an  Egyptian  mother,  or  had  not 
been  expressly  asserted  by  Xenophon,  who  names  Egypt 
among  the  countries  conquered  by  Cyrus.  The  prosperity 
of  Apries  is  probably  to  be  read  backwards ; but  whatever 
spoils  may  have  been  taken  or  temples  burned  by  Nebuchad- 
nezzar, and  whatever  degradation  may  have  attached  to  the 
royalty  of  Amasis,  under  whom  Egypt  became  “ a base  king- 
dom” (Ez.  xxix.  14),  there  was  material  prosperity  in  his 
time ; so  that  there  were  then  in  Egypt  more  than  20,000 
cities  and  towns,  implying  perhaps  a population  of  from  seven 
to  eight  millions.  And  his  monuments,  some  of  which  at 
Sais  and  Memphis  excited  the  wonder  of  Herodotus,  still  by 
their  number  and  by  the  fineness  of  their  execution  attest  the 
length  as  well  as  the  wealth  and  tranquillity  of  his  reign. 

The  priests  by  their  fables  having  involved  Herodotus  in 
a hopeless  confusion  as  regards  his  earlier  chronology,  and 
Manetho,  though  not  to  the  same  extent,  having  followed 


Digitized  by  Google 


592 


EGYPTIAN  CHRONICLES. 


their  example  in  making  unchronological  dislocations  and 
transpositions,  especially  by  inserting  some  36  years  of  the 
Saites  and  the  Ethiopians  suppressed  below  at  about  the 
same  point  as  that  to  which  they  are  drawn  up  by  Hero- 
dotus, so  as  to  depress  the  accession  of  Shishonk  I.  far 
below  the  death  of  Solomon,  it  is  important  as  well  as 
interesting  to  find  monumental  records  not  only  illustrating 
other  points  of  detail,  but  also  determining  within  a little 
the  true  interval  of  time  between  the  Persian  conquest  of 
Cambyses  and  the  commencement  of  the  reign  or  generation 
of  Shishonk  I.  According  to  Herodotus,  as  we  have  seen 
above,  the  generation  of  Scthon  and  Sennacherib  occupies 
that  space  in  which  the  chronology  of  the  Bible  requires  us 
to  look  for  a king  named  Shishak,  who  took  Jerusalem  in 
the  5 th  year  of  Rehoboam  the  son  of  Solomon.  And 
according  to  Manetho  the  accession  of  this  Shishak  (Shi- 
shonk I.  the  head  of  his  Dyn.  XXII)  is  depressed  so  as  to 
stand  as  low  as  B.C.  930,  or  938  at  the  highest,  according  as 
one  reckons  upwards  from  the  true  date  of  the  Persian 
conquest  in  n.c.  525  or  from  the  same  conquest  thrust  up  to 
n.c.  533.  Thus  a pretext  is  afforded  to  writers  whose 
philosophy  prefers  possibilities  to  certainties  and  lesser  pro- 
babilities to  greater,  for  either  disputing  the  text  of  the 
Sacred  Scriptures  or  denying  their  authority.  But  it 
appears  that  Shishonk,  desiring  to  leave  a record  of  himself 
in  certain  additions  to  the  temple  Ammon  at  Karnak 

— additions,  which  still  exhibit  in  the  midst  of  a long 
scries  of  conquests  the  country  of  Judah  with  its  king, 

— ordered  the  “ Chief  Architect  of  all  Egypt  ” for  the  time 
being  to  quarry  stone  for  this  purpose  at  Silsilis ; and  the 
chief  architect  recorded  this  order  by  an  inscription  in  the 
quarries,  an  inscription  which  together  with  the  work  itself 
was  left  imperfect  at  his  death,  but  was  completed  by  his 
son  and  successor.  In  this  stele,  dated  in  the  21st  year  of 
Shishonk,  the  last  according  to  the  lists  of  his  reign,  the 
Chief  Architect  to  whom  the  order  had  been  first  given  is 
naturally  named,  and  his  name  is  Ilor-em-bes-cf.  Now  it  is 
well  known  how  ancient  and  fixed  a custom  it  was  in  Egypt 
that  the  son  should  inherit  the  employment  or  profession 
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anil  even  the  dignities  of  the  father.  But  one  would 
scarcely  have  expected  to  find  such  an  illustration  of  this 
custom  as  is  now  about  to  be  adduced.  In  another  quarry 
then,  not  at  Silsilis,  but  on  the  Kosseir  road  between  Coptos 
and  the  Red  Sea,  there  is  another  inscription  dated  in 
the  44th  and  last  year  of  Amasis,  in  which  the  Chief 
Architect  of  all  Egypt  of  that  time,  by  name  Aahmes-si-Nit, 
has  recorded  on  the  rock  the  pedigree  of  his  ancestors  who 
had  each  in  turn  been  Architects  of  All  Egypt,  going  back  to 
the  24th  generation,  the  23rd,  that  is,  above  his  own.  But 
24  generations  calculated  backwards  at  the  rate  of  3 to  a 
century,  as  is  usual  in  life  generations,  take  us  up  800  years 
from  B.C.  525  to  B.C.  1325,  that  is,  just  4 years  higher  than  the 
date  allowed  to  Herodotus  above  for  the  death  of  Moeris  and 
for  the  accession  of  his  Sesostris  who  is  Rameses  III.,  less 
by  29  than  900  years  before  his  own  time.  So  we  may  both 
reckon  downwards  as  if  each  of  the  names  of  the  24  Chief 
Architects  represented  one  of  Herodotus’s  generations,  be- 
ginning from  Sosostris ; and  also,  after  recognising  in  the 
1 1 th  of  the  24  names,  Hor-em-bes-ef,  that  Chief  Architect  of 
the  older  inscription  at  Silsilis  who  in  the  21st  and  last 
year  of  Shishonk  I.  had  only  lately  died,  we  may  calculate 
the  interval  between  the  commencement  and  the  end  of  this 
same  generation  of  Shishonk  I.  and  Hor-em-bes-ef  and  the 
end  of  the  13th  generation  after  it,  coinciding  nearly  with 
the  death  of  Amasis.  The  genealogy  in  the  inscription  of 
Hamamat  is  given  by  M.  Brugsch  as  follows : — 

I.  “ Ka-nefer,  Chief  Architect  of  Lower  and  Upper  Egypt, 
and  Sat-nefer-tem  his  wife ; ” whose  generation  (from  B.C. 
1325  to  B.c.  1292)  will  parallel  that  of  Herodotus’s  Sesostris 
(Rameses  III.),  beginning  871  years  before  B.c.  450,  from 
Thoth  l=July  20,  in  B.c.  1321. 

ir.  “ Imhotep , Chief  Architect,  Sfc."  (from  b.c.  1292  to 
1259),  = Herodotus’s  generation  of  Pheron. 

ill.  “ Ra-hotep-ncfer,  Chief  Architect,  fyc.  and  Prophet  of 
Ammon-Ra  ” (from  B.C.  1259  to  1225),  = Proteus. 

IV.  “ Bek  -cn-clionsou.  Chief  Architect,  $'e.”  (from  B.C.  1225 
to  1192),=  Herodotus’s  next  generation,  that  of  Ramsinitus. 

Q Q 
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V.  “ Onza-chonsou,  Chief  Architect,  fyc.”  (from  B.C.  1 1 92 
to  1159),  = Herodotus’s  generation  of  Cheops. 

VI.  “ Nefer-mennou,  Chief  Architect,  &fc.”  (from  B.C.  1159 
to  1125),  = Herodotus’s  generation  of  Cephren. 

vii.  “ Mi . . . .,  Chief  Architect,  §-c.”  (from  B.C.  1128  to 
1092),  = Herodotus’s  generation  of  Mycerinus. 

VIII.  “ Chief  Architect,  Sfc.”  (from  B.C.  1092  to 

1059),  = Herodotus’s  generation  of  Asychis. 

ix.  “ Pepi,  Chief  Architect,  $r.”  (from  b.c.  1059  to  1025), 
= Anysis,  who  in  the  23rd  year  of  his  generation  at  the 
latest  flies  from  Sabaco  to  the  island  of  Elbo. 

X.  “ Amen-her-p-mesa,  2nd,  3rd,  4th,  5th  (?)  Prophet,  of 
Ammon,  Chief  Architect,  fyc."  (b.c.  1025  to  992),  = Sabaco. 

XI.  “ Hor-em-bes-ef,  Chief  Architect,  Sfc.”  (b.C.  (992  to 
959),  = Sethon,  whose  deliverance  from  Sennacherib,  being 
340  years  from  the  death  of  Moeris,  is  placed  in  the  7th  year 
of  his  generation. 

Hor-em-bes-ef  is  the  Chief  Architect  of  Shishonk  I.,  named 
in  the  inscription  of  Silsilis  as  being  already  dead  in  the 
21st  and  last  year  of  that  king.  So  llor-em-bes-ef  and 
Shishonk  I.  may  he  regarded  as  contemporaries  representing 
one  and  the  same  generation  from  beginning  to  end,  this 
generation  beginning  in  B.c.  992  and  ending  in  B.c.  959. 
And  the  reign  of  Shishonk,  which  began  according  to  the 
Chronicle  in  B.c.  978  (seemingly  the  later  of  two  distinct 
accessions),  ended  after  21  years  in  B.c.  957  ; so  that  the 
chronological  place  and  end  of  his  reign  according  to  the 
Chronicle  agrees  perfectly  with  the  place  and  end  of  his 
generation  according  to  the  inscription  at  Hamamat.  And 
his  synchronism  with  Solomon  and  Rehoboam,  according  to 
the  chronology  of  the  Bible,  is  justified  by  both  these  Egyp- 
tian reckonings. 

The  remaining  generations  of  the  Chief  Architects  will 
correspond  to  as  many  generations  as  are  wanting  to  Hero- 
dotus to  make  out  his  900  years,  until  they  reach  to  those 
times  the  history  of  which  was  known  to  the  Greeks:  — 

XII.  “.  . . . mer,  Chief  Architect,  $-c.”  (b.C.  954  to  925); 
parallel  to  the  first  generation  of  those  wanting  to  Hero- 
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dotus,  after  lie  has  indicated  eleven  generations  in  succession 
from  b.c.  1321  to  b.C.  959. 

XIII.  “ Hor-em-bes-ef,  Chief  Architect,  Sfc.  (from  B.C.  925 
to  892)  = , the  second  generation  wanting. 

xiv.  “ Pa-ha-bou,  Chief  Architect,  Sfc.”  (from  B.c.  892  to 
859),  = the  third  generation  wanting. 

XV.  “ Nes-sou-nou,  Chief  Architect,  §-e.”  (from  B.C.  859  to 
825),  = the  fourth  generation  wanting. 

xvi.  “ Pa-ha-bou,  Chief  Architect,  8fc.”  (from  B.C.  825  to 
792),  = the  fifth  generation  wanting. 

xvii.  “Nes-sou-nou,  Chief  Architect,  §*e.”  (from  B.C.  792 
to  759),  = the  sixth  generation  wanting. 

xvill.  “ Pa-ha-bou,  Chief  Architect,  Sfc.”  (B.C.  759  to  725), 
= the  seventh  generation  wanting,  including  the  actual  reign 
of  Sabaco,  and  three  years  of  that  of  Sevechus,  if  the  Ethio- 
pian conquest  be  moved  down  to  its  true  date  in  B.C.  746. 

xix.  “ Nes-sou-nou,  Chief  Architect,  Sfc."  (b.c.  725  to 
692),  = the  eighth  generation  wanting;  including  the  re- 
maining eleven  years  of  the  reign  of  Sevechus  and  twenty- 
two  years  of  the  reign  of  Tirhakah,  if  the  Ethiopians  are 
moved  down  to  their  true  place. 

XX.  “ Pa-ha-bou,  Chief  Architect  of  Upper  and  Lower 
Egypt”  (b.c.  692—659),  corresponding  to  a generation 
allowable  for  the  remaining  9 years  of  Tirhakah  and  for  the 
Dodecarchy. 

XXI.  “ Nes-sou-nou,  Chief  Architect,  Sfc.”  (b.c.  659  to  625); 
reaching  from  the  4th  to  the  37th  year  of  Psammitichus  I. 

xxii.  “ Ra-onah  het  ” (same  as  the  throne-name  of  Psam- 
mitichus I.),  “ Chief  Architect,  Sfc.”  (b.C.  625  to  592); 
reaching  from  the  37th  of  Psammitichus  I.  to  the  1st  of 
Psammitichus  II. 

xxiii.  “ Anch  Psamtik  ” (named  after  Psammitichus  I.), 
“ Chief  Architect,  Sfc.”  (b.c.  592  to  559) ; from  the  1st  of 
Psammitichus  II.  to  the  9th  of  Amasis. 

xxiv.  “ Aahmes-si-Nit  ” (as  if  Amasis  were  already  on 
the  throne  when  the  actual  life  representing  this  generation 
began),  “ Chief  Architect,  Sfc.”  (b.c.  559  to  525);  from  the 
9th  to  the  44th  of  Amasis,  when  Aahmes-si-Nit  cut  the  in- 
scription at  Hamamat  with  the  foregoing  genealogy,  adding 
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tlie  names  of  “ his  wife  Sat-nefer-tem,”  and  “ his  son  Ra- 
chnoum-liet .” 

xxv.  The  same  son,  after  his  father’s  death,  when  he 
had  succeeded  him  in  his  hereditary  post,  has  repeated  his 
own  name  in  an  addition  subjoined  to  his  father’s  inscription, 
with  rather  fuller  titles,  “ Ra-chnoum-het,  Chief  Architect  of 
the  whole  country,  Director  of  all  the  Works  of  Upper  and 
Lcncer  Egypt,  Prophet  at  Heliopolis,  and  at  Memphis,”  and 
four  different  dates,  all  of  the  reign  of  Darius  Hystaspes, 
viz.  his  26tli,  27th,  28th,  and  30th  years.  There  are  here 
then  34  or  35  years,  being  more  than  the  full  length  of  his 
own  generation,  between  the  lowest  date  recorded  of  himself 
by  Ra-chnoum-het  of  the  25th  generation  and  the  date  of  his 
father’s  inscription  and  pedigree  preceding,  viz.  the  44th 
year  of  Amasis,  when  Ra-chnoum-het  is  first  named  in 
company  with  his  father.  And  if  we  suppose  Ra-chnoum- 
het  to  have  died  shortly  after  inscribing  the  lowest  of  his  own 
four  dates,  viz.  that  of  the  30th  year  of  Darius,  and  go  back 
15  generations  from  b.c.  492,  we  shall  obtain  the  year  B.c. 
992  for  the  commencement  and  B.C.  959  for  the  end  of  the 
official  generation  of  Hor-em-bes-ef,  the  Chief  Architect  of 
Shishonk  I. ; while  the  21st  year  of  Shishonk’s  actual  reign 
should  end,  according  to  the  Chronicle,  in  b.c.  957.  Or,  if 
one  begins  by  assuming  that  the  first  Ilor-ein-bcs-cf  is  the 
same  person  with  the  Chief  Architect  of  Shishonk  I.  at 
Silsilis,  and  that  he  died  but  a little  before  the  end  of 
Shishonk’s  21st  year,  that  is,  in  B.C.  957,  according  to  the 
Chronicle,  then,  reckoning  downwards  13  generations,  we 
should  expect  to  find  the  death  of  Aahmcs  si-Nit  at  B.C. 
(957  — 433  = ) 524,  and  that  of  Ra-chnoum-het  about  B.C. 
(524  — 33T  = ) 492,  that  is,  in  the  30th  of  Darius.  But  if 
the  apparent  chronology  of  Manctho’s  or  Ptolemy’s  lists 
were  to  be  followed,  as  some  would  follow  it,  against  that  of 
the  Bible  (to  say  nothing  of  the  old  Chronicle  and  other 
heathen  sources),  then  Hor-em-bes-ef,  dying  in  the  21st  year 
of  Shishonk  I.,  should  die  in  b.c.  (941  or  939  — 20  = ) 921 
or  919;  and  his  13th  and  14th  descendants  should  die  in 
B.C.  489  or  480  and  in  b.c.  456  or  447  respectively.  To 
suppose  that  the  second  Hor-em-bes-ef,  and  not  the  first. 
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was  the  contemporary  of  Shishonk  I.  would  only  make 
matters  worse.  So,  whichever  way  the  generations  be 
reckoned,  they  justify  the  chronology  of  the  Scriptures  and 
of  the  Old  Chronicle  ; and  they  show,  independently  of  any 
other  evidence,  that  there  must  be  some  considerable  dislo- 
cations in  the  lists  of  Manetho  and  of  Ptolemy. 

It  has  already  been  noticed  above  (at  p.  256)  how  Hero- 
dotus’s assertion  that  the  Egyptians  claim  Cambyses  as  their 
own  (otVnpnWat  rov  lsLafifivarea)  is  illustrated  by  the  inscrip- 
tions which  have  been  translated  by  M.  De  Rouge  from  a 
statuette  in  the  Vatican.  The  Egyptian  officer,  “ Ouza-hor- 
pen-res,  son  of  Pefa-nit,  priest  of  Neith  at  Sais,”  whom  the 
statuette  represents,  tells  us  that  he  was  employed  succes- 
sively by  the  kings  Aahmes,  Psamtik  III.  (the  Psammenitus 
of  Herodotus),  Kam-ba-tet,  and  Ntarioush : that  when  Cam- 
byses became  master  of  all  the  world,  and  of  Egypt,  he  was 
appointed  to  some  post  about  his  person ; that  Cambyses 
received  the  Egyptian  throne-name  Ramesont,  and  was 
initiated  at  Sais  into  all  the  greatness  of  the  goddess  Neith, 
the  unbegotten  mother  of  lla  himself  the  First-born.  He 
obtained  from  Cambyses  an  order  to  clear  the  temple  of  all 
the  foreigners  (troops?)  who  had  quartered  themselves 
within  its  precinct,  and  to  restore  all  its  ministers,  with  nil 
the  customary  ministrations  and  offerings. 

There  is  in  the  Louvre  an  inscription  of  an  Apis-bull, 
which  was  buried  in  the  6th  year  of  Cambyses,  according  to 
MM.  Mariette  and  Lepsius  (the  date  is  not  very  legible, 
and  M.  Brugsch  would  read  the  4th)  in  the  month  Epiphi, 
and  which  died  therefore  70  days  earlier  in  Pharmouthi  or 
l’achons.  And  it  is  remarkable  that  another  Apis,  which 
should  be  the  successor  of  the  one  just  mentioned,  and  the 
same  as  was  stabbed  by  Cambyses  on  his  return  from  Ethi- 
opia, is  recorded  to  have  been  born  in  the  5th  year  of 
Cambyses,  on  the  28th  day  of  the  5th  month,  and  to  have 
died  on  the  3rd  day  of  the  9lh  month  in  the  4th  year  of 
Darius,  aged  7 years,  3 months,  and  5 days.  This  latter 
inscription  is  plain,  and  suffices  of  itself  to  prove  that  the 
whole  reign  of  Cambyses,  with  the  7 months  of  the  Magi 
included,  covered  only  8 years.  It  shows  besides  that  when 
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it  is  said  by  Herodotus  that  the  Apis  stabbed  by  Cambyses 
languished  from  the  wound  and  soon  died,  and  was  buried 
by  the  priests  without  Cambyses’  knowing  anything  about  it, 
this  last  assertion  is  based  on  a misunderstanding  or  on  mis- 
information, the  truth  being  that  this  Apis,  perhaps  inconse- 
quence of  the  wound,  died  soon,  since  he  lived  only  to  the 
age  of  7 years.  And,  lastly,  it  seems  to  result  from  the 
date  of  the  birth  of  this  Apis,  coupled  with  that  of  the  death 
of  his  predecessor,  that  there  was  no  absolute  necessity  that 
the  reigning  Apis  should  be  dead  before  his  successor  could 
be  conceived  or  born  ; but  two  of  these  divine  manifestations 
might  in  fact  be  living  together,  though  one  of  them  only 
at  a time  was  recognised  and  installed.  The  unusually  long 
interval  between  the  birth  of  the  second  Apis  in  the  5th 
month  of  Cambyses’s  5tli  year  (also  the  5th  month,  at  least, 
of  the  6 months  of  Psammenitus),  and  his  installation  at 
Memphis,  when  Cambyses  had  returned  from  Ethiopia,  is 
explained  by  the  date  of  the  burial  of  the  Apis  preceding. 
That  the  festival  was  not  literally  for  the  “ discovery ,”  ns 
Herodotus  understood  it  to  be,  but  for  the  installation,  is 
plain,  since  otherwise  the  Apis  would  not  have  been  already 
at  Memphis.  And  if  the  preceding  Apis  was  buried  late 
in  the  6th  year  of  Cambyses,  it  is  plain  that  this  installation 
at  Memphis  must  have  been  at  the  latest  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  inundation  in  the  spring  or  summer  of  his 
7th,  that  is,  of  B.C.  523.  After  his  return  from  Ethiopia  it 
was  that  Cambyses  committed  most  of  those  acts  of  violence 
and  tyranny  which  the  Egyptians  (since  they  were  con- 
trary to  the  policy  he  had  shown  at  first)  imputed  to 
madness.  In  the  inscriptions  on  the  Vatican  statuette  the 
calamities  caused  by  this  “ madness”  of  Cambyses  are  alluded 
to  in  more  than  one  passage,  but  cautiously,  and  without 
naming  their  author : “ I was  a good  citizen,”  Ouza-hor- 
pen-res  says  of  himself,  “to  my  city,  and  saved  its  population 
in  the  huge  calamity  which  fell  upon  the  whole  country. 
Never  had  there  been  such  a calamity  in  the  land.”  And 
again : “ when  the  calamity  came  upon  this  Nome,  at  the 
same  time  that  the  huge  calamity  came  upon  all  the  land.” 
lie  accompanied  Cambyses,  as  it  appears,  into  Syria ; and 
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not  long  after  he  was  sent  back  to  Egypt  “ by  Darius,  king 
of  Lower  and  Upper  Egypt,  after  he  had  become  sovereign 
of  all  the  world  and  Great  King  of  Egypt,  to  settle  all 
things  in  Egypt  on  their  ancient  bases.”  So  that  6ome  of 
the  credit  of  Darius’s  paternal  and  religious  government  may 
belong  to  him  ; and  he  may  have  had  a share,  together  with 
the  Chief  Architect  lia-chnoum-het,  in  the  construction  or 
restoration  of  the  great  temple  of  Ammon  in  the  Oasis,  on  the 
ruins  of  which  the  cartouches  of  Darius  are  still  to  be  seen. 

Herodotus  mentions  the  revolt  of  Egypt  before  the  death 
of  Darius  (this  was  in  the  year  of  his  own  birth,  b.c.  486, 
Olymp.  73,  7'),  and  its  suppression  early  in  the  2nd  year  of 
Xerxes,  b.c.  484.  He  mentions  also  the  later  revolt  in  b.c. 
460  (5  years  after  the  death  of  Xerxes)  of  Inarus  the 
Libyan,  called  by  Thucydides  “ son  of  Psammitichus,”  who 
with  the  help  of  the  Athenians  defeated  and  slew  Achas- 
menes  the  uncle  of  Artaxerxes  Longimanus,  but  was  him- 
self afterwards  defeated,  and  eventually  impaled.  This  war 
lasted  6 years,  and  ended  only  in  b.c.  455,  shortly  before  the 
time  of  Herodotus’s  being  in  Egypt.  He  mentions  his  having 
seen  the  skulls  of  the  Persians  and  Egyptians  who  had  fallen 
in  the  battle  with  Inarus  at  Papremis.  Amyrtasus,  however, 
after  the  defeat  of  Inarus,  betook  himself  to  the  inaccessible 
fens  of  the  Delta,  and  the  Athenians  sent  a fleet  of  60  ships 
to  help  towards  his  restoration,  though  this  project  had  no 
success.  On  the  death  of  Cimon,  in  B.C.  449,  he  was  still 
holding  out ; and,  about  40  years  later,  as  it  seems,  he 
succeeded  in  establishing  himself,  and  reigned  according  to 
Manetho  and  Ptolemy  6 years.  Ilis  accession  seems  to  be 
fixed  to  the  year  B.c.  414  by  this  circumstance,  that  his  son 
Pausiris  is  related  by  Herodotus  to  have  succeeded  him  with 
the  consent  of  the  Persians,  with  whom  he  had  made  terms. 
And  as  6 years  are  given  also  for  the  reign  of  Pausiris,  and 
these  cannot  end  later  than  in  B.c.  402  when  Egypt  again 
became  independent  under  Neferites,  they  must  have  begun 
in  B.C.  408,  and  the  6 of  Amyrtajus  in  B.C.  414,  that  is,  if 
Pausiris  succeeded  upon  the  death  of  his  father.  It  seems 
then  that  Amyrtseus  was  concealed  in  his  undiscoverable  isle 
of  Elbo  at  the  very  time  when  the  priests  (who  wished  him 
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well)  made  out  of  him  their  fable  of  Anysis  with  which  to 
amuse  Herodotus.  And  the  mention  of  the  accession  of  his 
son  Pausiris  is  one  of  the  latest  of  those  incidental  notices 
which  Herodotus  still  continued  to  insert  into  his  work  after 
he  had  passed  the  age  of  75  years.  Another  fact  belonging  to 
the  year  preceding  (b.C.  409)  is  to  be  found  in  lib.  i.  c.  130. 
The  reading  which  makes  the  isle  of  Elbo  to  have  remained 
undiscovered  “ above  700  years,”  from  the  restoration  of 
Anysis  till  the  time  when  Amyrtajus  had  need  of  it,  is 
clearly  either  a mere  blunder  of  some  copyist,  writing  700 
for  500 ; or  else,  if  it  be  from  an  oversight  of  Herodotus 
himself,  he  must  have  forgotten  the  five  pyramid-builders, 
of  whom  Anysis  was  the  last,  and  must  have  reckoned  the  true 
number  of  generations  as  if  from  Kamsinitus,  as  if  the  4th 
generation  nfter  the  accession  of  Scsostris,  instead  of  the  9th, 
had  been  given  to  Anysis.  For  if  from  b.c.  (1321  — 133  = ) 
1 188  we  subtract  700,  we  shall  have  B.C.  488,  and  shall  still 
want  33  years  more  to  bring  the  reckoning  down  to  the  end 
of  the  war  of  Inarus  and  the  flight  of  Amyrtseus  in  B.c.  455. 
So  the  space  is  “above  700  years;"  and  Herodotus  will 
again  have  corrected  himself  so  far  as  time  is  concerned,  and 
will  have  made  out  his  900  years,  though  the  withdrawal  of 
the  Ethiopian  and  the  deliverance  of  Sethon  from  Senna- 
cherib will  seem  to  be  put  up  even  higher  by  above  two  cen- 
turies than  before. 

HERODOTUS,  PLATO,  AND  EUDOXUS. 

Herodotus  joins  together  two  very  different  doctrines, 
which  he  says  the  Egyptians  were  the  first  to  teach;  that, 
namely,  of  the  continuance  of  human  souls  after  death,  and 
that  of  their  transmigration  into  other  bodies  than  their  own. 
The  former  of  tine  two  doctrines  was,  no  doubt,  the  source  of 
all  the  care  bestowed  by  the  Egyptians  upon  the  bodies  of 
their  dead ; though  that  care,  as  St.  Augustine  has  well 
observed,  implies  a belief  in  more  than  the  mere  continuance 
of  the  soul:  it  implies  its  continued  interest  in  the  same 
body,  and  the  hope  of  the  resurrection.  And  this  doctrine, 
the  true  corollary  to  that  of  the  continuance  of  the  soul,  the 
Egyptians  were  so  far  from  being  the  first  to  teach,  that 
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they  had  obscured  it  by  their  fable  of  the  metempsychosis, 
and  had  rendered  their  own  care  of  the  bodies  of  their  dead 
scarcely  if  at  all  intelligible.  The  latter  of  the  two  doc- 
trines, that  of  the  metempsychosis,  may  indeed  have  been 
taught  first  by  the  Egyptians ; but  it  is  only  a heterogeneous 
fable  engrafted  upon  the  pre-existing  belief  of  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  soul,  and  rather  inconsistent  with  their 
very  careful  preservation  of  the  bodies  of  the  dead  ; unless 
indeed  it  be  said  that  after  some  fixed  period  of  circum- 
migration  the  soul  was  ultimately  to  return  not  only  to  a 
human  body,  but  to  the  very  same  body  which  it  had  first 
inhabited.  And  this  may  at  first  have  been  the  esoteric 
doctrine,  resolving  all  the  intermediate  transmigrations  into 
fable  or  allegory.  Herodotus  mentions  further  that  the 
period  in  which  the  soul  accomplishes  its  circum-migration 
through  all  other  living  creatures,  beasts,  birds,  and  fishes, 
and  returns  to  a human  body,  was  3000  years,  meaning 
two  Sothic  or  Phoenix  cycles,  of  2922  or  3012  years, 
though,  as  the  Greeks  knew  nothing  of  these  cycles,  but 
reckon  by  hundreds  and  thousands,  he  expressed  himself  in 
round  numbers.  The  source  of  this  idea  that  the  enro/ca- 
Tturracns  of  the  soul  took  place  after  two  cycles  has  been 
explained  above  in  Chapter  I. ; and  the  same  period  is 
marked  in  the  structure  of  all  the  Egyptian  Chronicles, 
where  the  first  2922  years  of  human  time  are  the  period  of 
the  old  world  lengthened  out  so  as  to  fall  into  the  cyclical 
form,  and  capable  of  being  stated  cither  as  2922  full  or 
35,064  month-years.  “ Ilpwroi  Si  Airjirmioi  eiai  ol  elnoirres 
eo r avOpdmov  aOdvaros  icm,  tov  crcopuiTos  Si  /cara<f>0i- 

vovtos  is  aXXo  %<pov  alel  yev6p.evov  iaSverai ' breav  Si  vspieXOy 
7 Tavra  tci  xepcrala,  /cal  ra  0aXdcrcna,  /cal  ra  Trereiva,  avrif  is 
dvdpeirJTOV  creopa  yivupivov  iaSvvsiv'  rrjv  TrepirjXvenv  8e  avTrj 
yweadai  iv  Tpicr^iXi'oim  heai."  (Lib.  ii.  c.  123.) 

Plato,  who  visited  Egypt  soon  after  the  death  of  Socrates, 
perhaps  in  B.c.  399,  when  he  was  about  30  years  of  age,  has 
made  some  use  in  his  Phmdrus  of  Egyptian  doctrine  respect- 
ing the  soul ; but  he  has  altered  it  and  presented  it  in  a form 
of  bis  own,  making  the  eiTro/caTiiaraats  of  the  soul  to  be  not 
her  return  to  a human  body,  whether  some  other  which  is 
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born  for  her  ( yivopevov ) or  her  own,  but  her  return,  without 
any  body,  to  her  original  celestial  and  divine  sphere,  whence 
it  was  only  by  a mishap  and  degradation  that,  having  her 
wings  bruised,  she  had  ever  fallen  to  earth  and  been  united 
to  a body  at  all.  And,  apart  from  this  difference,  the  sums 
of  years  (being  all  round  thousands,  myriads,  or  hundreds) 
which  he  specifies  are  so  entirely  Greek,  that,  if  it  were  not 
for  the  older  notice  in  Herodotus  it  would  have  been  diffi- 
cult to  make  out  any  true  Egyptian  element  underlying 
them.  For  he  names  first  a round  myriad  of  years,  as  if 
this  were  the  term  for  the  transmigrations  of  ordinary 
unphilosophical  souls.  And  in  this  term  there  is  from  an 
Egyptian  point  of  view  no  propriety  nor  significancy, 
whether  the  years  be  regarded  as  full  years,  or  as  months, 
or  as  partly  of  both  kinds.  Then,  afterwards,  he  names  a 
sum  of  3000  years,  as  the  term  for  the  higher  and  more  phi- 
losophical souls,  which  are  so  set  free  and  depart  with  their 
wings  fully  grown  and  bodilees  to  the  height  of  heaven,  if 
they  have  thrice  in  succession  chosen  the  human  and  philo- 
sophical life.  For  both  their  term  of  3000  and  the  10,000 
of  ordinary  souls  are  subdivided,  as  it  seems,  into  spaces  of 
one  round  thousand  each ; and  after  each  such  space  of  a 
thousand  years  the  souls  are  made  to  choose,  in  the  order 
appointed  to  them  by  lot,  into  what  bodies  of  brutes  or  men 
and  to  what  models  of  life  they  will  return.  So  in  this  passage 
of  the  Phcedrus  the  space  of  one  round  thousand  of  years 
seems  to  be  taken  for  the  unit ; and  the  higher  souls  obtain 
their  restoration  at  the  end  of  three  of  these,  but  ordinary 
souls  have  to  pass  through  ten.  “ Els  psv  ow  rairrbv  o8sv 
Ijksi  t]  yfru^rj  eicacm)  ovk  d<f>iKVslrai  irdiv  puphov'  ov  yap  mepov- 
Tai  rrpb  Tocrovrov  xpovov,  rrXrjv  »;  tov  <f>iXoa-o<f)/]aavTos  dSoXeos 
. . . Aurai  Sc  rptry  rrsptoStp  rij  xiXisrei,  id v cXcovrai  rpls 
i$e£»jr  t ov  (3u>v  rovrov,  ourco  mcpcoOeicrai  rpia^iXtoanp  crsi 
drrip^ovrai'  A i Si  aXXai,  orav  rov  rrpd>rovf3iov  rsXsvrijC(oai, 
Kplascos  srvyov  ’ KpiOsiaai  S'e  ai  piv  sis  rd  Irrr 6 ytjs  Sucaia>T))pia 
iX8ov<rai  Shcyv  itcrivovaiv,  ai  S'  sis  rovpavov  nva  rdrrov  Irrro 
t ijs  Shays  Kovcf)i<r6si(Tai  SiapJvouaiv  deltas  ov  if  dvdpwrrov 
siSsi  ifflwaav  fztlov.  T<p  Ss  y^Ckioorcp  dp,<f>6rspai  dipiKvoup,svai 
srrl  tcX/jpcoalv  rs  Kal  aipsaiv  rov  Seuripov  ft  too  alpovvrai  ov  av 
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ideXp  exuaTT)  • sv6a  xa'i  sis  Otjpiov  f3iov  avdpoymvT)  'Irv^p 
a<f>iKveiTai,  xal  etc  Opplov  os  store  avd pantos  r/v  7 rdXiv  sis 
avQpanrov.”  k.  t.  X.  (c.  xxix.).  Hence  Virgil  also,  in  the 
Sixth  Book  of  his  zEneid,  treating  of  the  same  subject 
and  following  Plato,  has  the  same  sum  of  1000  years  : — 

“ Has  omnes,  ubi  tnille  rotam  volvere  per  annos, 

Letlueum  ad  fluvium  dens  evocat  agmine  magno, 

Scilicet  immeinores  supers  ut  convexa  revisant, 

Rursus  et  incipiant  in  corpora  voile  re  vert  i.” 

But  by  the  help  of  Herodotus  one  may  perceive  that  the 
original  and  Egyptian  sum  is  that  of  the  3000  (standing 
for  2922)  years  allowed  by  Plato  for  the  higher  souls  only ; 
and  that  the  meaning  of  the  myriad  of  years  named  first  is 
merely  this,  that  the  unphilosophical  souls  have  to  pass  in 
transmigrations  ten  periods  of  one  round  thousand  each  in- 
stead of  only  three ; since,  having  taken  the  sum  of  3000  for 
the  higher  souls,  whether  directly  or  only  through  Herodotus, 
from  an  Egyptian  source,  Plato  resolves  it  into  three  periods 
of  one  round  thousand  each.  That  this  is  so  in  fact  appears 
still  more  clearly  on  comparing  with  the  above-cited  passage  of 
the  Pha:drus  another  respecting  the  judgment  of  souls  in  the 
Tenth  Book  De  Republicd,  where  a certain  Armenian  named 
Er,  of  Pamphylian  descent,  who  was  taken  up  on  the  tenth 
day  among  the  slain  from  a field  of  battle,  and  came  to  life 
again  on  the  twelfth  after  being  placed  on  the  funeral  pyre, 
relates  as  a messenger  from  the  other  world  all  that  he  had 
seen  and  heard  there.  In  this  story  the  10,000  years  do  not 
reappear;  but  some  light  is  thrown  upon  their  sense  and 
origin.  Both  the  souls  which  justice  has  acquitted  and 
rewarded  on  high,  and  those  which  she  has  condemned  to 
punishments  beneath  the  earth,  meet  together  after  one  round 
thousand  of  years,  and  converse  of  what  they  have  respectively 
enjoyed  and  suffered,  before  presenting  themselves  to  the 
three  Fates  and  receiving  lots  determining  the  order  in  which 
they  are  each  to  choose  the  kind  of  body  and  the  model  of 
life  into  which  they  will  return.  After  which  they  are  taken 
to  drink  of  the  waters  of  Lethe,  and  falling  asleep  are  waked 
up  by  thunder  and  lightning  at  midnight,  and  pass  like 
sparks  into  bodies  which  are  begotten  for  them.  And  in  the 
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account  given  of  themselves  by  those  souls  which  had  suffered 
beneath  the  earth  it  is  said  that  they  had  been  made  to  pay 
for  every  single  wrong  that  they  had  ever  committed  while 
living  on  earth  just  ten  times  over,  a round  century  of  years 
being  taken  to  represent  a man’s  life,  and  the  round  thousand 
containing  ten  such  lives : while  in  the  case  of  such  as  deserved 
more,  as  in  that  of  a certain  Ardueus  of  Pamphylia,  whose 
crimes  were  committed  1000  years  before,  the  passage  which 
should  have  brought  them  round  denied  itself  to  them,  and 
fiery  ministers  of  vengeance  bound  them  hand  and  foot  and 
dragged  them  upon  hooks  and  thorns,  and  cast  them  into 
Tartarus.  So  when  some  souls  which  had  come  from  above 
inquired  after  Ardiaeus,  the  answer  was,  “ He  has  not  come 
up,  and  he  is  not  likely  to  come.”  From  these  details  it  is 
clear  that  the  ten  round  thousands  of  delay  and  repeated 
transmigrations  in  the  Phcedrus,  before  ordinary  souls  can 
wing  themselves  to  arrive  at  bodiless  perfection  and  union 
with  deity,  are  imagined  on  the  same  principle  as  the  ten 
round  hundreds  into  which  each  single  thousand  is  sub- 
divided for  those  which  have  to  suffer  under  the  earth : 
“ To  S’  ovv  Ke<j)d\aiov,  s<f> 77,  toSs  elvat,  • ocra  Tranrore  nva 
r/SiKijaav  Kal  oaovs  SKacrroi,  inr'ep  enravreov  SUtjv  SeSeo/ce'yai  iv 
/xe'psi,  tnrep  etcacrrav  Ss/carcls  ■ tovto  S’  elvai  Kara  iicaroiiTasTtjplSa 
s/aiaTT]V,  toy  f3iov  ovtos  t ocrovrov  tov  dvOpanrivov,  Tva  Sexa7r\d- 
t tiov  to  e/criapa  tov  dSuajparos  iicrlvoigv."  So  in  Plato’s 
unit  of  a round  thousand,  and  in  his  multiplication  of  this  by 
ten,  as  in  his  subdivision  of  the  same  by  ten,  there  is  probably 
nothing  Egyptian.  Indeed,  according  to  Plato’s  scheme,  there 
would  be  room  only  for  two  transmigrations  (the  original  life 
counting  for  one  of  three)  for  philosopliical  souls,  and  for 
only  nine  (besides  the  first  life)  for  ordinary  souls ; whereas, 
according  to  Herodotus,  the  souls  generally  had  but  3000 
years  in  which  to  accomplish  the  whole  round  of  the  animated 
creation  before  returning  to  a human  body. 

It  is  said  by  Strabo  that  the  Egyptian  priests  explained 
both  to  Plato  and  to  his  disciple  Eudoxus  of  Chios  the  true 
length  of  the  year,  and  the  necessity  of  adding  a quarter  of  a 
day  to  its  365  days,  making  one  whole  day  in  four  years. 
This  would  imply  the  understanding  of  the  Sothic  Cycle : 
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and  it  is  likely  enough  that  the  Cycle  was  really  explained  to 
Plato,  though  neither  in  describing  the  transmigrations  of 
souls  nor  elsewhere  has  he  left  any  distinct  allusion  to  it.  As 
for  Eudoxus,  who  was  about  20  years  younger  than  Plato, 
and  who  visited  Egypt  probably  in  B.C.  362,  with  great  ad- 
vantages, having  letters  of  recommendation  from  Agesilaus  to 
Nectanebo  II.,  there  is  no  doubt  that  he  was  instructed  in  the 
Egyptian  mode  of  reckoning,  for  he  made  the  Canicular 
quadriennium  the  basis  of  his  own  octa-eterid  cycle  con- 
sisting of  2922  days.  And  he  is  quoted  by  Proclus  as  having 
learned  in  Egypt  that  the  vast  periods  spoken  of  there  con- 
sisted in  their  earlier  part  of  months  reckoned  as  years.  “ El 
8s  /cal  o cfnjaiv  E ii8ol-os  oKr/Oss,  oti  Alryvmioi  too  prjva  iinavrov 
SKcikovv,  ovk  av  17  rcbv  voWdiv  tovtcov  ivuxv two  dirapidpcjacs 
e^oi  ti  SavpacrTov.”  (Procltts  in  Timceum,  31,  50.) 

This  testimony,  earlier  than  any  of  the  Gracco-Egyptian 
chronicles,  and  unconnected  with  any  attempt  to  apply  the 
principle  of  reduction  to  particular  sums,  is  of  great  value 
both  in  itself,  and  as  affording  a key  to  the  true  meaning  of 
certain  large  sums  of  years  mentioned  by  Plato  in  a passage 
of  the  Ti/nceus  (in  the  scholia  upon  which  it  is  that  Eudoxus 
is  cited),  and  in  another  similar  passage  in  the  De  Rrpublicd. 
The  sums  of  10,000,  9000,  and  8000  years  mentioned  in 
these  passages  are  not,  like  the  myriad  and  the  single  thou- 
sands and  single  centuries  connected  with  the  transmigrations 
of  the  soul,  of  Plato’s  own  fabrication ; but,  though  still  in  the 
form  of  round  thousands,  they  are  nevertheless,  no  less  than 
the  3000  years  in  Herodotus  and  in  the  Phcedrus,  really 
derived  from  an  Egyptian  source. 

Plato,  as  it  seems  (and  in  this  he  agrees  with  Herodotus), 
understood  that  the  Egyptians  went  back  for  the  origin  of 
their  own  nation  and  of  the  arts  of  life  as  many  as  10,000 
years.  “ There,”  he  says,  meaning  in  Egypt,  “ you  will  find 
the  figures  and  objects  written  or  engraved  10,000  years  ago 
( 10,000  years  not  hyperbolically,  but  literally),  neither  better 
nor  worse  in  execution  than  the  works  of  art  of  the  present  day, 
but  exactly  alike.”  “ Skottwv  8'  svpt^crsis  avrodt  to  popcoarov 
sTot  yeypapptva  rj  TSTvrrcopJva  (ou%  cos  slvslv  pvptocnbv,  d\X 
o it  to  s)  tojv  cvv  8s8i]pco  upyi)  pi  ccov  ours  ti  /caWloi’a,  ov t alcr^lco. 
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t ijv  ainrfv  Si  ri-^yijv  airsipyaafteva”  (De  Rep.  ii.  p.  656,  E.) 
Elsewhere,  in  the  Tirnaus,  he  introduces  a priest  of  Neith 
at  Sais  undertaking  to  tell  Solon  (who  might  be  there  about 
B.c.  600)  of  the  admirable  law’s  and  institutions  and  the 
heroic  exploits  of  those  whom  we  may  call  the  antediluvian 
Athenians,  Egypt  alone  having  by  the  happiness  of  her 
position  escaped  those  deluges  and  conflagrations  which  had 
from  time  to  time  destroyed  almost  entirely  all  other  peo- 
ples, so  that  in  Egypt  alone  there  were  preserved  in  the 
sacred  books  historical  notices  of  them  all.  After  this  pre- 
amble the  priest  Peteneit  complimented  the  Athenians  and 
their  state  or  city  as  having  been  taken  up  and  nursed  by 
their  common  goddess  a thousand  years  before  the  city  of 
Sais,  saying  that  it  was  9000  before  their  own  time  when 
the  race  of  the  Athenians  was  first  engendered  of  Phthah  and 
Mout  (electricity  and  mud).  The  admirable  institutions  of 
that  priraxval  Athens  might  best  be  understood  by  consider- 
ing those  still  preserved  in  Egypt,  seeing  that  these  were  from 
the  same  source.  And,  as  for  their  exploits,  they  consisted 
chiefly  in  having  met  and  repelled  all  the  power  of  Atlantis, 
an  island  larger  than  Africa  and  Asia  together,  when  it  had 
already  overrun  Africa  nearly  to  Egypt,  and  Europe  as  far  as 
Etruria.  After  all  the  peoples  had  been  thus  generously 
restored  to  freedom,  both  the  island  Atlantis  itself  and  those 
heroic  Athenians  were  swallowed  up  by  vast  floods  and  earth- 
quakes, and  scarcely  a seed  of  the  human  race  left,  from  which 
the  existing  Athenians  were  derived,  yet  so  as  to  be  uncon- 
scious of  their  former  worth  and  glory.  But  for  their  own 
Egyptian  nationality  and  civilisation,  notwithstanding  that 
their  country  had  escaped  all  those  mighty  floods  and  con- 
flagrations, they  modestly  claimed  no  higher  antiquity  than 
8000  years.  “ <l>0uvos  ovSds,  a>  2oXo> v,  dXXd  aov  re  eve/ca 
ipoi  Kal  7y s TroXeuis  i/po) v,  puXiara  Se  rijs  Seov  ■yapiv,  tj  ti)v  ts 
vperipav  kui  r/jvS'  sXa^e  Kal  edpeifre  Kal  hraiSevae,  Trporipav 
p.it>  7rjv  wap ’ iip.lv  irecn  yiXiois,  Ik  F?;y  ts  Kal  ’ 11  (jraierrou  to 
atrip  pa  irapaXafiovaav  iipaiv,  TtjvSe  Si  varipav.  Ti/s  Si  ivOaSl 
SioJcoapijasais  trap'  rjpiv  iv  Tots  iepott  ypappaaiv  OKraxia^iXiaiv 
irwv  dpiOpot  yiypatrrav.  Uspi.  St)  twv  ivaKia-^iXia  err)  yeyo- 
votcov  7roXiTwe  am  SrjXwao)  Sia  ffpa^eaiv  vopovt  re  Kal  row 
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epywv  aiiToii  o KaWurrov  hrpaxfh)’  To  Be  dicpifths  irspX  iravrtov 
i<f>e^rjs  elcravdis  Kald.  axoXijv,  airra  rd  ypdp.pM.ra  \af36vres, 
Biegipev."  ( Tim . p.  94,  cd.  Stalbaum,  1838,  E.) 

These  three  sums  of  10,000,  9000,  and  8000  years  are  all 
easily  explainable  from  the  hieratic  scheme ; and  in  fact  they 
scarcely  differ  in  the  amount  of  real  years  underlying  them 
the  one  from  the  other.  The  origin  of  human  society  in  the 
existing  world  could  not  well  be  carried  back  further  that  to 
the  date  of  the  Flood ; but  when  it  suited  the  purpose  of  the 
speaker  it  might  be  carried  back  as  far  as  to  the  Flood.  Or, 
if  it  pleased  him  to  allow  an  interval  for  the  settlement  of 
different  countries  and  the  growth  of  nations  and  institutions, 
he  might  name  some  sum  of  years  under  what  would  go  back 
to  the  Flood.  Now,  if  we  go  back  in  terms  of  the  hieratic 
scheme  from  B.C.  600,  there  will  be  722  years  up  to  the 
Cyclical  epoch  of  B.C.  1322,  and  above  that  903  more  years 
of  kings,  217  of  the  interval  between  the  month-years  and 
Menes  [341  fictitious  years  inserted  after  the  24  cycles 
of  month-years],  and  7902  month-years  (equal  to  658^  full 
years),  before  we  reach  the  Egyptian  date  for  the  Flood.  But 
these  sums  together  make  a total  of  10,085  mixed  years, 
real  and  nominal,  from  B.C.  600,  assumed  to  be  the  date  for 
Solon,  or  10,285  from  B.C.  399,  which  may  be  assumed  for 
Plato.  The  second  sum  of  9000  years  is  short  by  only 
1088  month-years,  or  90^  full,  of  that  which  would  com- 
mence from  the  Flood ; and,  besides,  it  is  introduced  only 
for  the  sake  of  the  Athenians,  in  order  that  their  origin, 
without  reaching  quite  back  to  the  Flood,  may  b.e  somewhat 
earlier  than  that  of  the  Saites.  Here,  no  doubt,  the  Saite 
priest  who  gives  to  Athens  the  precedence  for  antiquity,  and 
introduces  an  antediluvian  anticipation  of  Marathon  and  Sala- 
mis,  and  a free  and  generous  liberation  of  all  the  peoples  by 
Athenian  heroism,  can  be  no  other  than  Plato  himself.  And 
yet  the  additional  thousand  years  given  to  Athens  have  a 
propriety  in  the  story  beyond  that  of  mere  compliment,  and 
would  be  in  place,  even  if  its  details  were  all  really  Egyptian. 
For,  since  it  is  pretended  that  those  floods  and  conflagrations 
which  had  destroyed  all  records  of  other  countries  had  been 
only  partial,  and  that  Egypt,  through  her  own  more  advan- 


Digitized  by  Google 


608 


EGYPTIAN  C1IKONICLES. 


tagcous  position,  had  always  escaped,  this  makes  it  proper 
that  in  strictness  the  origin  both  of  the  existing  Egyptian 
society  and  of  all  other  nations,  the  Athenians  included, 
should  be  kept  below  the  Flood,  the  times  above  being  re- 
served exclusively  to  the  Gods.  And  so  the  commencements 
of  Athens  and  Sais  are  put  at  9000  and  8000  nominal  years 
before  Solon,  and  are  both  below  the  Flood.  Yet,  with  all 
this,  the  story  of  the  primaeval  Athenians  is  so  told  as  plainly, 
though  indirectly  and  inconsistently,  to  refer  them  to  the 
antediluvian  world,  above  or  beyond  the  greatest  of  all  known 
floods  ( irrrsp  rrjv  geyla-rqv  <f>6opav  vSatriv),  such  as  might  sub- 
merge whole  continents.  It  was  convenient,  therefore,  to  put 
the  story  back  to  such  a date  that  the  first  thousand  years,  by 
which  Athens  preceded  Sais,  might  be  taken  in  two  ways ; so 
that,  if  taken  simply  as  month-years,  as  they  would  be  in  the 
hieratic  scale,  standing  next  above  the  8000  or  more  nominal 
years  reckoned  up  from  n.C.  600,  they  might  merely  indicate 
an  origin  somewhat  higher  than  that  of  Sais,  but  still  post- 
diluvian ; but,  if  taken  to  be  full  years,  irrespectively  of  the 
8000  previously  reckoned  up  according  to  the  hieratic 
scheme,  and  equal  to  12,000  of  its  month-years,  they  might 
carry  back  the  primaival  Athenians  into  the  midst  of  the 
antediluvian  world  (1000 — 174  = ) 826  years  before  “the 
greatest  of  all  preceding  deluges,”  which  then  will  be  under- 
stood to  have  submerged  both  Attica  and  Atlantis,  and,  if  the 
truth  were  told,  even  Egypt  itself. 

The  lower  sum  of  8000  years,  assigned  by  the  Saite  priest 
for  the  antiquity  of  the  existing  institutions  and  civilisation 
of  his  own  city  and  of  Egypt,  would  go  back  to  within  2085 
month-years  or  173-^  full  years  of  the  Flood.  And  though 
this  is  a higher  date  than  is  likely  to  have  any  true  historical 
meaning,  and  in  some  of  the  Egyptian  schemes  the  Gods 
(“  living  together  with  men”,  according  to  Herodotus),  that  is, 
the  surviving  antediluvians,  are  brought  down  much  lower, 
the  whole  space  between  the  Flood  and  Menes  seems  to  have 
been  assignable  at  will  either  to  deities  or  to  men.  When 
human  society  was  most  thought  of,  irrespectively  of  any 
succession  of  kings,  its  origin  might  be  carried  back  as  high 
as  the  epoch  of  the  Flood,  or  as  little  short  of  it  as  any  one 
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pleased.  When  kings  only  were  thought  of,  Gods  might  be 
brought  down  as  rulers  as  low  as  to  the  end  of  the  first  2922 
[or  35,064]  years,  and  Demigods  217  years  later.  These 
however  were  the  extreme  limits ; and  neither  could  ordinary 
men  be  carried  up  above  the  Flood,  nor  could  terrestrial 
Gods  be  brought  down  below  the  2922nd  year  of  the  world, 
nor  Demigods  below  Menes. 

ARISTOTLE,  ALEXANDER  THE  GREAT,  AND  DIC.EARCHUS. 

Aristotle  in  his  Politics  (lib.  vii.  c.  9),  speaking  of  the 
division  of  the  people  into  castes  ascribed  to  Sesostris,  says 
that  Sesostris  reigned  very  long  before  Minos.  'O  xcopio-pios 
6 Kara  yevos  too  noXiTaeov  TrXqdovs  sf  Alyimou  * n roXv  yap 
{meprelvei  Totr  %povois  rijv  Mmu  fta/nXeiav  tj  'S.eawcrrpios. 
But  Minos  was  put  about  200  years  before  Troy,  which  is 
either  quite  as  high  or  nearly  as  high  as  Herodotus’s  date  for 
Sesostris.  Aristotle  therefore,  it  is  clear,  did  not  follow 
Herodotus,  but  distinguished  rightly  a Sesostris  very  much 
earlier  than  either  Raineses  III.  or  Rnmescs  II. : and  though 
he  does  not  specify  exactly  how  much  earlier  he  understood 
him  to  be  than  the  Sesostris  of  Herodotus,  this  also  will 
appear  a little  below,  when  we  come  to  consider  a similar 
statement  of  his  scholar  Dicaearchus.  Eudoxus  very  probably 
was  the  source  of  information  to  them  both. 

"Whether  the  knowledge  of  that  reckoning  of  “48,863 
years  to  Alexander’s  entry  into  Egypt”  which  has  been  ex- 
plained above  (pp.  20,  21)  was  really  derived  from  Aristo- 
tle, or  rather  from  some  other  source  later  than  B.c.  305, 
the  latter  part  of  this  sum,  viz.  (3139+1881  + 13  = ) 5033 
years,  is  simply  the  true  and  chronological  reckoning  of 
human  time,  and  equal  to  (2922  x 12  = ) 35,064  + [341  +] 
217  + 903  + 978  + 13  = 37,516  nominal  years  in  the  hieratic 
scheme.  And  as  it  coincides  (all  but  a few  months  cut  off 
at  top  to  make  it  begin  with  the  Egyptian  movable  year) 
with  the  reckoning  of  the  Septuagint  and  Josephus  har- 
monised, it  would  be  easy  to  divide  it  at  the  epoch  of  the 
Flood  by  the  help  of  this  reckoning,  even  if  the  hieratic 
scheme  had  not  contained  within  itself,  as  it  docs,  an 
indication  of  the  point  at.  which  this  division  is  to  be  made. 
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And  when  it  is  so  divided  at  the  point  of  the  Flood,  there 
being  before  the  Flood  2263  Egyptian  years  and  6 months, 
and  below  the  Flood  (658  years  and  6 months  -f  217  + 
1881  + 13  = ) 2769  years  and  6 months  to  Alexander,  which 
in  terms  of  the  hieratic  scheme  are  27,162  month-years 
before  the  Flood,  and(7902  [h  341]  + 217  + 903  + 978  + 13 
= ) 10,354  nominal  years  after  it,  this  division  throws  light 
both  on  those  10,000,  9,000,  and  8,000  years  which  are 
implied  in  the  Ti ma>us  of  Plato  to  have  passed  since  the 
last  and  greatest  of  all  floods  had  submerged  Atlantis,  and 
upon  any  other  passages  in  which  later  Greek  or  Latin 
writers  make  an  epoch  of  the  most  ancient  and  greatest  of 
all  floods,  whether  called  Ogygian,  or  by  any  other  name. 
So  Censorious  [De  Die  Natali,  c.  2)  says  that  Varro,  who 
wrote  about  B.c.  70,  “divided  all  [human]  time  into  three 
parts,  reckoning  the  first  to  extend  down  to  the  most  ancient 
Flood,  concerning  which  period  absolutely  nothing  was  known; 
the  second  from  the  Flood  to  the  first  Olympiad,  which 
he  called  the  mythological  period;  and  lastly,  that  from  the 
first  Olympiad  downwards,  which  was  historical."  These 
three  divisions,  mutatis  mutandis,  answer  exactly  to  those 
of  the  Egyptians;  only  the  epoch  of  the  first  period  was 
merely  indicated  by  them,  the  Flood  itself  being  by  no 
means  named;  and  the  commencement  of  the  historical 
period  would  be  set  by  them  much  higher  than  the  first 
Olympiad,  viz.  at  the  foundation  of  their  monarchy  by 
Menes.  “ Varro  tria  discrimina  temporum  esse  ponit, 
primum  ab  hominum  principio  ad  cataclysmum  priorem, 
quod  propter  ignorantiam  temporum  vocatur  a&rjXov ; secun- 
dum a cataclyemo  priore  ad  Olympiadem  primam,  quod, 
quia  in  eo  multa  fabulosa  referuntur,  fivdixov  nominatur; 
tertium  a prima  Olympiads  ad  nos,  quod  dicitur  iaropiKov, 
quia  res  in  eo  gestaj  veria  historiis  continentur.”  But  from 
what  source  Varro  derived  this  method  of  division  is 
uncertain.  The  same  Egyptian  division  with  which  this  is 
parallel,  and  from  which  it  is  ultimately  derived,  will  cast 
light  also  on  other  reckonings  of  the  time  of  Alexander  the 
Great,  similar  to  those  of  Plato  in  the  Timceus,  which  will 
be  mentioned  as  in  due  order  immediately  below. 
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For  Athenagoras,  Cyprian,  Minucius  Felix,  and  Augus- 
tine, as  if  from  some  common  source,  mention  a long  letter 
written  from  Egypt  by  Alexander  the  Great  to  his  mother 
Olympias,  which,  if  one  puts  together  a few  additional 
expressions  of  the  three  earlier  writers  with  those  of  St. 
Augustine,  must  have  contained,  besides  other  details,  the 
following: — Alexander  wrote  her  word  that  he  had  held  a 
conversation  with  a certain  priest,  one  of  the  chief  priests,  or 
the  chief  priest  of  the  Egyptians,  whose  name  in  Greek  was 
Leo : that  he  had  forced  him,  by  the  fear  of  his  power,  to 
reveal  the  secret  that  the  gods  were  originally  men;  and 
that  their  worship  and  sacrifices  had  originated  in  the  honour 
paid  to  the  memory  of  ancestors  and  kings.  “Hoc  ita 
Alexander  magnus  insigni  volumine  ad  matrem  suam  scribit, 
metu  suas  potestatis  proditum  sibi  de  Diis  hominibus  a 
sacerdote  secretum,  quod  raajorum  et  regum  memoria  servata 
sit,  inde  colendi  et  sacrificandi  ritus  inoleverit.”  ( Cyprian . 
De  Idol.  Vanit.,  iii.)  They  said,  it  seems,  that  certain  powers 
and  elements  of  nature,  as  fire  or  ether,  earth,  the  sun,  and 
the  moon  (Phtliah,  Mout,  Ra,  &c.),  were  [originally  and 
properly]  gods,  but  that  all  the  rest  were  originally  mortal 
men.  “ Kai  on  piv  avdpamoi  hrjkovai  teal  Alyvmuov  oi 
\0yu07 aroi,  ot  0eovs  \tyovres  aWipa,  y f\v,  fjkiov,  aeXrjVTjv,  TOi)f 
aXKovi  dvBpdmovs  6vr)Toiis  vopt^ovci,  Kai  Upd  root  raxpovs 
ainoiv."  (Athenag.  Oxon.  1706,  p.  111.)  The  priest  who  con- 
versed with  Alexander  “named  Vulcan  (that  is,  Phthah) 
as  the  first  of  the  gods,  and  next  after  him  he  placed  the 
generation  of  Jupiter,”  that  is,  of  Ammon-Ra.  ( Minucius 
Felix,  c.  xxi.)  St.  Cyprian,  as  a Christian,  asks,  “ if  gods  in 
remote  times  were  thus  born  and  died,  why  should  not  gods 
be  equally  born  now  ?”  So,  too,  Alexander  himself  seems 
to  have  reasoned:  and  to  this  his  conversation  with  the 
priest  may  probably  be  traced  his  journey  to  the  oracle  of 
the  Oasis,  and  his  claim  or  acceptance  of  divine  honours,  with 
the  title  of  Son  of  Ammon.  What  precise  genealogy  of 
those  gods  who  were  confessed  to  be  of  human  origin  the 
priest  made  out,  or  whether  he  told  Alexander  any  thing  of 
their  reigns,  and  the  spaces  of  time  which  they  covered,  is 
not  mentioned.  Only  it  is  added  by  St.  Augustine  that, 
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after  confessing  even  the  greater  gods  to  have  been  men,  the 
priest,  as  if  alarmed  at  what  he  had  done,  as  one  who  had 
revealed  the  mysteries,  cautioned  and  begged  Alexander 
that,  if  he  chose  to  write  an  account  of  this  conversation  to 
his  mother,  he  would  not  fail  to  desire  her  to  burn  the  letter 
as  soon  as  she  had  read  it.  “ In  eo  genere  sunt  etiam  ilia 
(ut  aliquid  de  Numa  mitius  suspicemur)  quse  Alexander 
Macedo  scribit  ad  matrem,  sibi  a magno  antistite  sacrorum 
Egyptiorum  quodam  Leone  patefactum,  ubi  non  Picus  et 
Faunus,  et  iEneas  et  Komulus,  vel  etiam  Hercules  et 
Esculapius,  et  Liber  Semele  natus,  et  Tyndaridte  fratres, 
et  si  quos  alios  ex  mortalibus  pro  diis  habent,  sed  ipsi  etiam 
majorum  gentium  Dii,  quos  Cicero  in  Tusculanis  tacitis 
nominibus  videtur  attingere,  Jupiter,  Juno,  Saturnus,  Vul- 
canus,  Vesta,  et  alii  plurimi,  quos  Varro  conatur  ad  mundi 
partes  sive  elementa  transferre,  homines  fuisse  produntur. 
Timens  enim  et  ille  quasi  revelata  mysteria,  petens  admonet 
Alexandrum  ut,  cum  ea  matri  conscripta  insinuaverit,  flammis 
juberet  concremari.”  {De  Civil.  Dei,  lib.  viii.  c.  v.) 

Then,  passing  to  such  history  as  was  professedly  human, 
he  informed  Olympias  that  the  priest  (just  like  Plato’s  Saite 
priest  to  Solon)  “ had  professed  to  have  records  in  their  sacred 
books  of  the  history  [not  only  of  Egypt  itself,  but  also]  of 
other  kingdoms  and  peoples  known  to  the  Greeks:  among 
which  in  Alexander’s  letter  the  empire  of  the  Assyrians  was 
made  to  have  lasted  above  5000  years,  whereas,  according 
to  Greek  history,  it  lasted  about  1300  years  only  from  the 
reign  of  Belus  himself,  whom  the  Egyptian  priest  also  named 
as  its  first  king.  And  to  the  dynasties  of  the  Persians  and 
the  Macedonians,  down  to  Alexander  himself  to  whom  he 
was  speaking,  he  assigned  above  8000  years,  whereas,”  (con- 
tinues St.  Augustine,)  “ according  to  the  Greeks  the  years  of 
the  Macedonians  down  to  the  death  of  Alexander  are  485 ; 
and  those  of  the  Persians  down  to  the  victory  of  Alexander, 
which  ended  their  empire,  are  computed  to  have  been  233. 
These  numbers,  then,  are  vastly  below  those  assigned  by  the 
Egyptians ; nor  would  they  come  up  to  them,  even  though  we 
were  to  treble  them,  going  upon  the  assertion  of  some”  (c.  g. 
Diodorus),  “ that  the  Egyptians  once  had  a short  year  consist- 


Digitized  by  GoogLe 


ALEXANDER  THE  GREAT. 


613 


ing  of  only  four  months ; so  that  the  full  and  true  year,  which 
they  now  have  in  common  with  us,  contained  three  of  their 
older  years.  But  not  even  so  can  the  Greek  reckoning  of  the 
duration  of  the  empires  be  made  to  agree.”  “ Fallunt  eos 
etiam  quscdam  mendacissim®  litter®,  quas  perhibent  in  his- 
toria temporum  multa  annorum  millia  continere,  cum  ex 
litteris  sacris  ab  institutione  hominis  nondum  corapleta 
annorum  sex  millia  computemus.  Unde,  ne  multa  disputem 
quemadraodum  illarum  litterarum  in  quibus  longd  plura 
annorum  millia  referuntur  vanitas  refellatur,  et  nulla  in  illis 
rei  hujus  idonea  reperiatur  auctoritas,  ilia  epistola  Alexandri 
magni  ad  Olympiadem  matrcm  suam  quam  scripsit,  narra- 
tionem  cujusdam  zEgyptii  sacerdotis  insinuans,  quam  protulit 
ex  litteris  qua  sacra  apud  illos  haberentur,  continentem  regna 
quas  Gneea  quoque  novit  historia : in  quibus  regnum  Assyrio- 
rum  in  eadem  epistola  Alexandri  quinque  millia  excedit 
annorum;  in  G need  vero  historic  mille  forme  et  trecentos 
habet  ab  ipsius  Beli  principatu,  quem  regem  et  ille  vEgyptius 
in  ejusdem  regni  ponit  exordio.  Persarum  autem  et  Mace- 
donum  imperium  usque  ad  ipsum  Alexandrum  cui  loquebatur 
plus  quam  octo  annorum  millia  ille  constituit ; cum  apud 
Graecos  Macedonum  usque  ad  mortem  Alexandri  quadrin- 
genti  octoginta  quinque  reperiantur ; Persarum  vero,  donee 
ipsius  Alexandri  victoria  finiretur,  ducenti  et  triginta  tres 
computentur.  Longe  itaque  hi  numeri  annorum  illis  Aigyp- 
tiis  sunt  minores,  ncc  eis,  etiamsi  ter  tantum  computaretur, 
aequarentur.  Perhibentur  enim  yEgyptii  quondam  tarn 
breves  annos  habuisse  ut  quaternis  mensibus  fiuirentur: 
unde  annus  plenior  et  verior,  qualis  nunc  et  nobis  et  illis 
est,  tres  eorum  annos  complectebatur  antiquos.  Sed  ne  sic 
quidem,  ut  dixi,  Grseca  ASgypti®  numero  temporum 
concordat  historia.”  (De  Civil.  Dei,  lib.  xii.  c.  x.) 

It  is  probable  that  in  this  case  also  the  true  meaning  of 
the  Egyptian  priest  was  merely  that  the  origin  of  the 
Macedonians  and  Persians,  (who  are  joined  together  like 
two  consecutive  dynasties  with  one  sum  of  years,  while  the 
Assyrian  empire  has  a separate  sum  of  its  own,)  like  the 
origin  of  the  Egyptians  themselves,  might  be  carried  back  in 
terms  of  their  reckoning  above  8000  nominal  years ; so  that 
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the  8000  named  for  them  to  Alexander  were  identical,  or 
very  nearly  identical,  with  the  8000  named  for  the  Egyp- 
tians themselves  to  Solon  in  the  Timaeus  of  Plato.  It  is  true 
that  the  account  is  given  as  if  the  priest  had  jested  with 
Alexander : and  it  is  likely  enough  that  he  amused  himself, 
as  was  their  fashion,  by  speaking  ambiguously,  even  while 
explaining  or  giving  a hint  of  the  real  nature  of  the  vast 
Egyptian  periods,  and  a key  for  their  reduction ; since  the 
sum  of  the  years  of  the  Macedonian  and  Persian  kings 
together,  viz.  (485  + 233  = ) 718,  if  multiplied  by  12,  would 
produce  8616,  or  "above  8000”  month-years.  But  if  this 
was  intended,  it  was  only  a fancy  of  the  moment ; and  the 
sum  of  8000  nominal  years  so  obtained  had  no  connection 
with  any  native  Egyptian  scheme.  For  in  the  Egyptian 
schemes  the  artifice  of  multiplying  by  12  is  not  of  variable 
application,  as  if  any  years  chosen  at  will  might  be  so 
multiplied;  but  it  was  applied  only  to  the  first  2922  years 
of  human  time,  658 of  which,  multipliable  into  7902  month- 
years,  were  below  the  Flood.  And  the  same  method  will 
not  suit  at  all  for  the  sum  of  5000  years  given  to  the 
Assyrian  empire ; since  if  we  multiply  by  12  the  1300  years 
assigned  to  it  by  Herodotus,  they  produce  not  5000  only, 
but  15,600  month-years;  or  if  we  divide  5000  by  12  we 
obtain  416-^  full  years  only  for  the  duration  of  the  Assyrian 
empire ; and  this  is  a number  which  seems  to  have  no  mean- 
ing nor  propriety.  But  in  truth,  if  we  reckon  up  5000 
years  in  terms  of  the  Egyptian  hieratic  scheme  from  b.c. 
538,  when  Cyrus  took  Babylon  (and  the  Babylonian  and 
Assyrian  empires  are  probably  here  spoken  of  as  one),  we 
shall  find  the  accession  of  Belus  to  be  placed  at  some 
point  more  than  784 + 903 + 21 7 [ + 341] +2755  month-years 
(reducible  to  229^  full)  making  in  all,  without  the  341  ficti- 
tious years,  2133  full  years  above  B.c.  538,  that  is,  more  than 
(538  + 2133  = 2670  — 2224  =)  446  years  above  Menes, 
and  only  429  below  the  Flood.  Or  if  the  5000  years  were 
brought  down  to  the  time  of  Alexander,  which  is  possible, 
though  that  was  (538  — 332  = ) 205  years  below  the  end  of 
the  Babylonian  empire,  the  accession  of  Belus  would  be 
placed-*^5-,  that  is,  17  years  lower,  429  only  above  Menes. 
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Or  it  might  be  calculated  in  another  way,  if  one  supposes  the 
Egyptians  to  reckon  first  from  the  date  of  the  capture  of 
Babylon,  in  B.c.  538,  up  to  Mencs,  which  according  to  the 
hieratic  scheme,  would  be  (784  + 3750  = )4534  nominal  years, 
and  then  to  prefix  as  many  years  as  he  calculated  to  have  really 
intervened  between  the  accession  of  Menes  in  Egypt  and  that 
of  Belus  at  Babylon  or  Nineveh : and  these  it  seems  would 
be  more  than  466,  which,  if  full  years,  like  all  the  other  years 
of  the  kings,  are  only  40  more  than  were  obtained  by  the 
other  method.  Or,  if  the  5000  years  of  the  Assyrians  were 
brought  down  to  Alexander,  the  accession  of  Belus  might  be 
set  only  (466  — 205  = ) 261  years  above  Menes,  and  (658  + 
217  = 875 — 261  = ) 614  years  below  the  Flood. 

Dicsearchus  of  Messene  was  “ a hearer  of  Aristotle,  contem- 
porary,” according  to  Suidas,  “ with  Alexander  the  Great,  or 
somewhat  later,  so  that  he  may  be  reckoned  to  have  flourished 
from  Olymp.  cxi.”  (that  is,  from  about  b.c.  336).  It  may, 
therefore,  safely  be  assumed  that  he  wrote  at  the  latest 
before  B.c.  305 ; before,  that  is,  either  the  author  of  the  Old 
Chronicle  or  Manetho.  lie  is  cited  in  the  Scholia  upon  the 
Argonautics  of  Apollonius  Miodius  as  having  written  in  the 
first  book  of  his  work,  Ilspt  Titov  EXXnSov,  that  “ Sesonchosis 
[meaning  Sesostris]  reigned  after  Isis  and  Horus,  so  that 
there  were  from  him  [his  accession]  to  [that  of]  Nilus  2500 
years,  and  from  that  of  Nilus  to  the  first  Olympiad  436, 
making  a total  to  the  first  Olympiad  of  2936  years.”  The 
Scholiast  himself  is  commenting  upon  some  lines  of  Apollo- 
nius in  which  it  is  said  that  in  very  ancient  times  — so  ancient 
that  some  of  the  stars  had  not  yet  appeared,  nor  were  the 
Danai  known,  but  only  the  Arcadians,  who  are  older  than 
the  moon,  dwelt  in  their  mountains,  feeding  on  acorns  — a 
certain  king,  going  forth  from  Aeria,  overran  with  his  army 
all  Asia  and  Europe,  and  left  in  divers  places  colonies,  from 
one  of  which  are  descended  the  Colchians.  The  following 
are  extracts  from  the  Scholia : 

Lib.  iv.  v.  272.  “ “EvOev  Bt]  nva\  ^.eaoy^oxns,  A lytnrrov 

iraays  ftamAevs,  /jtera  Tflpov  top  “IctiSos  Kai  ’O atpiBos  -nalBa, 
rrjv  piv  'Aatav  opai/aas  -rrcurav  Karearptyaro,  o/iouoi  Be  xal  ra 
TrKeitrra  Evpamys.  ' AKpifi&errepov  Be  lam  t d i repl  airrov  napa. 
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I \poSbrcp.  0£o7ro/x7roy  Si  in  rpirtp  ^Lecrcoarpiv  avrbv  /caXsl  . . . 
‘I^crl  Si  A i/calapyos  iv  Seirrepcp  'EXXjjntfoO  Biov  /cal  rovro 
'S.eaoy^dxriSi  pepeXy/cevai  ‘ /cal  vopovs  avrov  Seodai  Xeyei,  wute 
prjSiva  KinaXnrelv  r tjv  tt arpcbav  Tc^irrjv  . . . /<a\  rrpcbrov  (j/amv 
avrbv  evprj/cevai  imrcov  avdpunrov  briftaivuv.  01  Si  ravra  els 
*Opov  dvacpepoucnv."  And  on  v.  276  : “ Ai/caiapxos  iv  rrpbncp 
peril  rov  “IcriSos  /cal  ’O crlpiSos  'L~lpo v fiaaiXea  yeyovevai 
'S.etruy^coatv  Xiyef  S/are  yiyvecrOat  t'nro  Ttjt  Hecroy^ibcnSos 
SaotXeias  pt\Pl  eiXovert]  Si cr^lXiatf/,  arro  Si  r/js  NeiXou 

/BaaiXeias  p&yjpi  ri/s  7 rpibrrjs  'OXvprndSos  err]  vXr',  toy  elvai  ra 
ravra  bpov  err]  Sia^iXia  ivva/cocna  Xr'.”  ( Apollon . Rhod.  Ar- 
yon.  Ed.  lirunckh.  Lips.  1813,  vol.  ii.  p.  588.) 

Apollonius  himself  was  in  part  contemporary  with  Erato- 
sthenes, whom  he  succeeded  at  Alexandria  as  Librarian,  so  that 
he  might  have  been  expected  to  take  his  notions  respecting 
the  time  of  Sesostris  either  from  Manetho’s  Alyvmidxa  or 
from  the  Theban  list  of  Eratosthenes;  but  his  language 
seems  to  carry  him  up  much  higher,  and  to  agree  rather  with 
that  of  Dicsearchus,  while  in  the  details  about  Colchis  he 
evidently  follows  Herodotus.  That  Theopompus  of  Chios, 
who  flourished  about  the  time  of  Alexander  the  Great,  should 
name  the  Egyptian  conqueror  “ Sesostris  ” is  a mntter  of 
course,  as  he  wrote  an  epitome  of  Herodotus ; but  in  the 
short  notices  cited  by  the  scholiast  from  Dicxarchus  there 
are  several  particulars  worthy  of  attention : First,  that  like 
Aristotle  he  carries  back  the  king  who  instituted  castes  far 
above  the  date  of  Herodotus,  and  specifies  distinctly  the 
date  which  he  has  in  his  mind,  which  Aristotle  had  omitted 
to  do : Secondly,  that  in  reckoning  upwards  from  the  first 
Olympiad  to  that  Egyptian  date  which  he  means  to  synchro- 
nise with  Troy  he  names  not  the  “Proteus”  of  Herodotus 
and  Homer,  but  “ Nilus"  putting  him  at  B.C.  (776  +436  _) 
1212;  so  that  “ Thouoris  or  Nilus,”  who  is  (really)  at 
the  same  date  at  the  end  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XIX  with  a 
note  that  “he  is  the  Polybus  of  Homer,”  was  no  creation  of 
Manetho,  but  was  already  in  possession  of  his  name  and 
place  in  the  list  before  Manetho  wrote.  Thirdly,  it  is 
remarkable  that  Dicasarchus  varies  the  name  of  Sesostris, 
writing  it  Sesonchosis,  as  if  Shishonk  I.  (SiWy^ts),  the  latest 
Egyptian  conqueror,  had  since  Herodotus’s  time  been  aggre- 
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gated  to  the  group  of  kings  who  even  before  had  been  fused 
together  into  one  fabulous  personage  in  Sesostris.  In  this,  in- 
deed, there  would  be  nothing  very  strange;  but  what  is  curious 
and  important  is  this,  that  the  same  peculiarity  is  repeated 
by  Manetho,  who  thus  incautiously  betrays  his  own  artifices. 
For  Dicaearchus,  or  the  source  which  Dicaearchus  followed, 
varied  only  the  name  of  the  Herodotean  Sesostris,  but 
retained  the  adjuncts  of  his  person  and  history  unchanged, 
whether  they  belonged  in  truth  to  the  earlier  or  the  later 
Sesostris:  and  the  years  assigned  by  him  fix,  as  we  shall  see, 
the  Sesonchosis-Sesostri8  of  Dicaearchus  to  be  no  other  than 
Sesortasen  I.,  the  first  conqueror  of  Nubia,  and  the  successor 
of  Moeris,  that  is,  of  Papa  Maire.  Manetho,  for  reasons  of 
his  own,  thought  proper  to  shift  the  compound  story  of 
Sesostris  from  Sesortasen  I.  to  Sesortasen  III.,  to  whom  he 
transfers  in  a lump  all  the  details  of  Herodotus,  and  the 
name  itself,  Sesostris.  But  at  the  same  time  he  retains 
also  in  connection  with  Sesortasen  I.  that  peculiar  name 
Sesonchosis  which  had  already  been  connected  with  the 
history  of  Sesostris  by  Diea:archus,  or  by  those  whom  he 
followed. 

Whatever  were  the  sources  of  the  names  Nilus  and  Scson- 
chosis,  which  are  not  from  Herodotus  on  the  one  hand,  nor, 
as  we  may  safely  assert,  from  the  hieratic  lists  on  the  other, 
the  sum  of  years  reckoned  by  Dicsearchus  between  his  Seson- 
chosis or  Sesostris  and  Nilus  is  no  less  peculiar  and  remark- 
able ; and  if  we  had  only  the  later  schemes  of  Manetho  and 
Ptolemy  to  examine  it  by,  it  would  be  altogether  unintelli- 
gible. For  if  one  reckons  up  from  Nilus  and  from  B.C.  1212 
in  the  scheme  of  Manetho  2500  years,  they  take  us  for  the 
accession  of  Sesostris  or  Sesonchosis  to  the  191st  year  after 
Menes,  a date  which  has  no  meaning:  while  in  the  scheme  of 
Ptolemy  of  Mendes  his  accession  will  be  found  in  the  46th 
year  of  Ptolemy’s  Dyn.  X,  the  second  of  his  two  anonymous 
dynasties  of  Heracleopolites : and  this  date  is  even  still  more 
unmeaning  than  the  former ; not  to  mention  that  both 
Manetho  and  Ptolemy  expressly  ascribe  all  the  exploits  and 
adjuncts  of  the  Sesonchosis  of  Dicaearchus  to  Sesortasen 
III.,  whom  they  name  Sesostris,  and  whom  they  put  at  such 
dates  as  to  differ  widely  both  from  Dicaearchus  and  from  one 
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another.  But  if  we  reckon  up  the  2500  years  according  to 
the  hieratic  list,  as  it  has  been  made  out  above,  it  will  be 
easy  to  see  the  meaning  of  Dicaearchus’s  date,  though  if  he 
confused  Sesostris  with  Mcnes,  and  supposed  him  to  have 
been  the  first  king  who  ever  reigned  after  Horus,  he  mis- 
understood his  informants,  or  his  source,  the  true  meaning 
being  only  that  he  was  like  Horus  or  Osiris  in  his  victories 
and  in  going  over  the  earth,  and  was  the  first  and  greatest 
conqueror  after  Horus : just  as  it  is  noted  in  the  lists  of  Afri- 
canus  concerning  Sesortasen  III.,  whom  Manetho  and  Pto- 
lemy make  into  Sesostris,  “ cos-  teal  inro  Alyirmltov  fiera  “0<rt- 
piv  irpoiTov  vojxia6?]vai."  (“  So  that  he  was  accounted  by  the 
Egyptians  as  first  after  Osiris.”)  Reckoning  up  then  from 
b.c.  1212  in  the  hieratic  scale  1 10  years  to  the  cyclical  epoch 
of  B.C.  1322,  and  thence  78  of  Dyn.  XIX + 348  of  Dyn. 
XVIII + 260  of  the  Shepherds  + 71  of  the  Heracleopolites 
+ 536  of  the  Nubians + 213  of  the  Diospolites  of  Manetho’s 
Dyn.  XV  (XII  of  Ptolemy ; the  2nd  king  of  the  eight  of 
which  is  the  very  Scsonchosis  whom  we  are  seeking),  + 243 
+ 355  + 331  +22,  which  make  in  all  2567  years,  we  arrive  at 
the  death  of  Papa  Mairc  the  4th  king  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XIII 
(VI  of  Ptolemy),  the  Moeris  of  Herodotus,  and  the  immediate 
predecessor,  as  suzerain,  of  the  first  Sesostris,  the  first  con- 
queror of  Nubia,  who  was  in  truth  not  Sesortasen  III.  but 
Sesortasen  I.  That  the  priests  should  prefer  to  reckon  up  in  the 
lists  to  the  death  of  Moeris  the  predecessor  of  Sesostris,  rather 
than  to  the  accession  of  Sesostris  himself,  is  intelligible  enough, 
both  because  the  former  method  gave  a higher  apparent  anti- 
quity by  nearly  900  years,  and  also  because  it  was  from  the 
death  of  Moeris  the  predecessor  of  Sesostris  that  Herodotus 
had  been  taught  to  reckon  900  years,  when  it  was  an  object  to 
magnify  the  antiquity  above  the  latest,  as  it  was  now  to  magnify 
the  antiquity  below  the  earliest  Sesostris.  The  only  other  point 
to  be  noticed  is  this,  that  from  the  reckoning  preserved  by 
Dicscarchus  it  would  seem  as  if  in  our  reconstruction  of  the 
Turin  papyrusweliadmade  67  years  too  many  below  Manetho’s 
Dyn.  XIII  (VI  of  Ptolemy)  and  consequently  had  allowed  67 
too  few  above  to  the  Tanites  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  IX  (II  of 
Ptolemy).  So  that  perhaps  instead  of  giving  to  these  Tanites 
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only  205  years  of  the  302  given  to  them  by  Manetho,  and 
331  to  the  18  kings  who  in  the  papyrus  stand  next  after  those 
of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XIII,  we  ought  to  have  allowed  in  the 
former  case  as  many  as  (205  + 67  = ) 272  years  (cutting  off 
only  30),  and  in  the  latter  no  more  than  (331 — 67  = ) 264 
years.  So  that  the  (9  + 10  = ) 19,  or  (9  + 6 = ) 15  Tanites 
would  have  had  an  average  of  14-^  or  18,*-  years,  and  the  18 
kings  whom  we  call  conjecturally  Ahydenes  would  have  had 
an  average  of  14-J-|  years.  But  it  has  already  been  remarked 
above  that  the  number  of  years  to  be  allowed  to  these  two 
groups  is  open,  within  certain  limits,  to  revision:  and  it  is 
not  absolutely  necessary  to  make  any  change,  as  the  2500 
years  of  Dicsearchus  may  possible  be  only  a round  sum. 

DIODORUS  SICULUS. 

The  last  writer  needing  to  be  treated  at  any  length  is 
Diodorus  Siculus,  who  was  in  Egypt  in  Olymp.  180  y.  b.c. 
58,  under  Ptolemy  surnamcd  NVos  Aiovvaos.  His  Egyp- 
tian notices  are  valuable  chiefly  for  their  relation  to  those  of 
Herodotus,  whom  he  has  ever  in  view,  either  simply  copying 
from  him,  or  attempting  to  correct  his  errors  and  to  fill 
up  his  omissions.  It  is  true  that  he  speaks  slightingly  of 
Herodotus,  and  professes  for  himself,  that  instead  of  being 
content  with  incidental  notices  which  might  drop  from 
the  priests,  and  preferring  to  write  amusing  fables  to  truth, 
he  had  diligently  made  out  the  true  contents  of  the  hieratic 
records,  and  would  lay  the  result  before  his  readers.  For  in 
Book  I.  of  his  Bibliotheca  he  writes  thus : “"0«ra  piv  ovv 
'HpoBoros  teal  rtver  twv  ras  Atyinrrtwv  irpd^eis  awra^apuvtov 
ia^Bid/cacn,  tKOvalun  wpoKpivavres  Ttjs  d\t]6eias  to  irapaBol;- 
oXarjiiv  Kai  pvdovs  TrXaTTiiv  yjnr^aycoyias  eve/ca,  irapi)aoptv  • 
avrd  Be  to.  n rapid  Tots  lepevcn  rot r /car  Aiyvmov  ev  Tali 
dvaypa<j>aif  yeypappJva,  (piXorlpaii  ■jra/cores  i/cdi]<r6pe6a.'' 
But  notwithstanding  this  profession,  which  does  not  refer 
primarily  to  the  mythology  or  history  (for  Diodorus  has  al- 
ready completed  his  own  account  of  these  subjects  when  he 
inserts  it),  but  which  still  is  made  in  such  general  terms  that 
his  mythology  and  history  cannot  be  excluded,  he  is  very  far 
from  showing  that  superiority  to  Herodotus  which  he  claims : 
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And  if  lie  explains  or  corrects  some  statements,  and  omits  here 
and  there  some  little  details  of  Egyptian  <f>\vapta  (as  that  of 
the  bridge  by  which  Sesostris  and  his  wife  crossed  the  fire), 
he  repeats  from  his  own  informants  many  worthless  and  fabu- 
lous statements  in  which  he  was  clearly  imposed  upon,  and 
which  are  not  at  all  amusing.  He  does  not  mention  any  of 
those  Greek  writings  on  Egyptian  history  which  nevertheless 
existed  in  Egypt  when  he  was  there.  But  as  the  priests  with 
whom  he  conversed  were  probably  some  of  those  who  knew 
Greek,  and  were  acquainted  with  the  writings  of  Herodotus 
and  Manetho,  and  perhaps  also  of  Ptolemy  of  Mendes  (for  it 
is  only  on  slender  grounds  that  he  is  commonly  supposed  to 
have  written  under  Augustus,  and  he  may  have  been  as  old 
or  older  than  Diodorus),  this  is  to  be  borne  in  mind;  and  in 
reviewing  the  statements  of  Diodorus  we  must  be  on  the  look 
out  for  any  indications  which  may  connect  his  sums  of  years 
with  some  one  or  more  of  those  Egyptian  schemes  which 
have  been  considered  above. 

As  regards  those  names  of  the  gods  which  the  Egyptians, 
according  to  Herodotus,  claimed  to  have  first  invented,  the 
account  given  to  Diodorus  resembles  closely  (in  substance) 
that  contained  in  the  passages  quoted  by  Eusebius  from 
Sanchoniathon.  “ The  Egyptians,”  he  writes,  “ say  that  at 
the  beginning  of  the  world  the  first  men  were  produced  in 
Egypt,  owing  to  the  happy  temperament  of  that  country 
and  the  prolific  nature  of  the  Kile.  And  in  this  country  alone 
the  spontaneous  formation  of  some  small  animals  from  the 
mud  may  still  be  observed.”  Also,  alluding  to  the  distinction 
between  the  antediluvian  and  the  existing  world,  they  told 
him  that  “ whether  in  the  great  Flood — of  Deucalion — it  were 
only  the  greater  part  jof  all  living  creatures  that  had  been 
destroyed,  the  inhabitants  of  southern  Egypt,  where  it  never 
rains,  would  be  those  who  escaped ; or  if,  as  some  said  was 
the  case,  the  destruction  of  living  creatures  was  universal, 
still,  on  this  view  also,  the  earliest  reproduction  of  living 
creatures  must  be  ascribed  to  the  same  country  of  Egypt 
which  had  been  the  first  originally  to  produce  them.”  The 
statement  and  reasoning  is  nearly  the  same  as  that  made  by 
the  Saite  priest  to  Solon  in  the  Timceus  of  Plato. 


Digitized  by  Google 


GREEK  AUTHORS:  DIODORUS  SICULUS. 


621 


It  being  left  then  uncertain  whether  any  human  inventions, 
or  even  the  present  races  of  men  and  animals,  have  any  con- 
nection with  the  world  before  the  Flood,  it  follows  that  what- 
ever was  told  to  Diodorus  concerning  the  first  institution  of 
the  names  of  the  gods,  or  concerning  any  deification  of  men, 
could,  in  consistency,  be  referred  by  him  only  to  the  first  age 
of  the  existing  world  and  the  existing  Egypt.  But  what  they 
told  him  was  as  follows: 

That  the  men  who  in  that  old  time  came  into  existence  in 
Egypt,  “ looking  up  and  around  upon  the  world  and  nature 
with  awe  and  admiration,  saw  two  original  and  eternal  deities 
in  the  sun  and  the  moon,  which  they  named  Osiris  and  Isis, 
meaning  the  Many-Eyed  and  the  Ancient  (the  horns  given 
to  Isis  being  primarily  from  the  moon,  and  secondarily  from 
the  cow  which  was  her  emblem):  that  these  two  deities, 
the  sun  and  the  moon,  produce  and  maintain  and  order  all 
things,  in  three  seasons  of  four  months  each  ; and  from  them 
are  derived  five  other  elementary  deities ; two,  viz.  spirit 
(the  source  of  living  souls)  and  fire,  from  the  sun  ; two,  viz. 
dry  and  moist  matter,  earth  and  water,  that  is,  from  the 
moon ; and  lastly  one  other,  which  is  air,  jointly  from  both. 
And  the  composition  of  the  universe  bears  a certain  analogy 
to  that  of  the  parts  of  the  human  body.”  Thus  Diodorus  has 
enumerated  seven  powers  or  elements  of  nature,  “ all  of  which 
had  from  of  old  their  own  Egyptian  names,  spirit  being 
Zeus,  who  is  the  father  of  souls  or  lives  ( Kneph  ?),  fire  being 
Hephicstos  ( Phthah ),  earth  Demeter  ( Mout ),  water  Oceanus 
or  Nilus  ( Hapi ),  and  air  Athene  (Neitli).  These  go  over 
the  earth,  and  appear  in  the  forms  of  sacred  animals,  or  of 
men,  or  otherwise.  And  these  the  Egyptians  regarded  as 
primary  eternal  and  celestial  deities.” 

“From  these  had  been  derived  other  terrestrial  [deities] 
who  were  all  originally  mortal  men,  but  as  common  bene- 
factors had  been  immortalised : and  some  of  these  were  once 
kings  in  Egypt.”  [In  fact  the  names  of  some,  not  all,  of  the 
Egyptian  deities  occur  on  the  monuments  inclosed  in  car- 
touches,  and  with  the  usual  titles  of  kinga]  “ Their  names 
were  some  of  them  borrowed  from  the  celestial  deities,  but 
some  were  peculiar.”  He  enumerates  of  these  terrestrial 
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deities  Helios  (Ra),  Cronus  and  Rhea  ( Sel>  and  Nutpe),  Zeus, 
who  is  by  some  called  Ammon,  also  Here  and  Ilephaistoa  ( Sate 
and  Phthah),  and  Hestia  ( Onka),  and  lastly  Hermes  ( Tkoth). 
And  they  said  that  of  those  who  had  reigned  in  Egypt  the 
first  was  Helios  (Ra),  so  named  after  the  luminary  which 
shines  in  heaven.  But  some  of  the  priests  say  that  Hepliai- 
stos  ( Phthah ) reigned  first,  owing  to  his  merit  in  having  dis- 
covered the  use  of  fire.”  Thus  here  Ra  or  Phthah,  and 
elsewhere,  by  parity  of  reasoning,  Cronus  also,  and  Zeus,  and 
Osiris,  are  identified  with  Adam. 

“Mera  Be  ravra,"  that  is,  after  an  interval,  the  priests 
passing  in  their  own  minds  from  the  human  Ra,  or  Osiris,  or 
Phthah,  or  Cronus,  the  first  deified  ancestor  of  men  as 
oriyinally  produced,  to  the  first  deified  ancestor  of  the  existing 
world,  when  men  were  reproduced, — “afterwards,”  then, 
“ Cronus  reigned,  who,  having  married  his  sister  Rhea, 
begat,  according  to  some  my  thologers,  Osiris  and  Isis,  but  as 
most  said  Zeus  and  Here,  who  for  their  merit  reigned  over 
the  whole  world.  And  of  these  were  begotten  five  gods,  one 
on  each  day  of  the  five  epagomence,  their  names  being  Osiris, 
and  Isis,  and  Typhon,  and  Apollo  ( Horus ),  and  Aphrodite 
( Hathor),  And  Osiris  is  in  Greek  Dionysus  (though  it  is 
difficult,"  as  Diodorus  remarks,  “ to  fix  him  to  any  one  name, 
some  calling  him  Ammon,  some  Mars,  and  many  Pan,  &c.), 
and  for  Isis  the  nearest  rendering  is  Demeter.” 

About  the  time  when  the  Nile  mud  first  produced  or 
reproduced  mankind  (the  time  meant  being  the  epoch  of  the 
Flood)  the  earth  engendered  those  Titans  and  giants  who 
warred  upon  the  celestial  gods.  At  this  same  time  there 
appear  together,  and  as  it  were  upon  the  stage,  a whole 
group  of  kindred  deities,  the  chief  of  which  are  the  three 
brothers  Osiris,  Typhon,  and  Horus  (Cronus  himself  also 
being  sometimes  still  mentioned,  at  first,  in  conjunction  with 
Osiris),  their  two  sisters  Isis  and  Nephthys,  or  Isis  and 
Hathor,  a kinsman  named  Hercules,  another,  much  honoured 
in  Egypt,  who  should  be  somewhat  older  than  Hercules, 
named  Pan,  a counsellor  named  Thoth,  and,  lastly,  a younger 
Horus,  son  of  Osiris  and  Isis,  and  two  other  sons  of  Osiris 
named  Anubis  and  Macedo.  Mankind,  being  still  recent 
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from  the  mud,  were  quite  barbarous,  ignorant  of  corn,  wine, 
and  oil,  and  even  devouring  one  another.  Osiris,  as  being 
the  first  of  the  group  of  deities  at  this  time  dwelling  on  the 
earth  together  with  men  ( obceovrei  a/xa  r oun  avOpanroun  in 
Herodotus),  having  married  his  sister  Isis,  and  succeeded  to 
his  father  Cronus  or  Zeus  (the  two  together  being  only  a re- 
duplication of  Noah,  and  Osiris  himself  being  partly  Noah 
and  partly  Ham),  reigned  over  Egypt,  and  became  the 
greatest  ns  well  as  the  first  benefactor  of  mankind.  For,  first, 
he  made  them  leave  off  devouring  one  another,  Isis  (like 
A Iwv,  or  Eve,  of  Sanchoniathon)  having  discovered  the  seeds 
of  wheat  and  barley,  and  Osiris  having  introduced  their 
cultivation.  He  had  also  discovered  the  vine  at  Nysa  in 
Arabia,  where  he  was  bred  up  ; and  Thoth  discovered  the 
olive.  So  men  began  to  eat  bread,  and  to  drink  wine  or 
beer,  and  to  anoint  themselves  with  oil. 

Osiris  founded  Thebes,  “the  most  ancient  of  all  Egyptian 
cities,  [so  that  here  Diodorus’s  informants  are  Thebans,] 
though  some  say  that  it  was  founded  by  a king  much  later.” 
This  part  of  the  story  may  have  been  suggested  to  a Theban 
imagination  by  the  fact  that  Osiris,  one  of  whose  titles  was 
the  “Old  in  Heliopolis,”  w'as  entitled  also  the  “Young  in 
Thebes.”  The  true  meaning  probably  was  merely  this,  that 
as  Thebes  or  Hermonthis  the  “On  of  the  South”  was  younger 
than  the  original  On,  that  is,  than  Heliopolis,  so  Osiris  as  a 
god  in  the  younger  city  was  youthful  compared  with  his 
antiquity  in  the  elder.  But  it  might  be  argued  that  the  youth 
of  Osiris  must  go  back  to  a more  remote  antiquity  than  his 
age.  And  so  the  city  which  had  known  him  as  an  infant 
must  be  the  most  ancient.  The  “much  later  king”  who  is 
entirely  unhistorical,  is  merely  Osiris  over  again  with  the 
article  prefixed,  making  Busiris.  But  to  return  to  Diodorus : 
“ Naming  the  city  which  he  had  founded  from  his  father, 
the  terrestrial  Zeus  or  Ammon,  Diospolis,  Osiris  de- 
dicated in  it  two  temples,  one  to  the  celestial  or  elementary 
Zeus,  the  other  to  his  own  father  and  predecessor,  the 
terrestrial  or  human  Zeus." 

Osiris,  having  appointed  Isis  to  be  regent  in  his  absence, 
with  Thoth  for  her  minister,  and  Hercules  for  her  Corn- 
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mander  of  the  Forces,  started  on  a progress  over  the 
whole  earth,  taking  with  him  his  brother  Horus,  and  Pan, 
and  his  two  sons  Anubis  and  Macedo,  the  latter  to  be  left  in 
Macedonia.  The  Greek  fables  of  the  progress  of  Dionysus, 
in  which  India  of  course  figures,  are  now  interwoven  with 
the  story  of  Osiris,  who  introduces  every  where  civilisation 
among  men,  with  the  cultivation  of  corn,  of  the  olive,  and  of 
the  vine ; or  if  any  where  the  climate  did  not  suit  for  wine, 
he  taught  them  to  make  beer  instead. 

Meantime,  during  his  absence  from  Egypt  (the  story  so 
going  back  to  the  epoch  of  the  Flood),  the  giants  or  Titans 
warred  uj>on  the  celestial  gods  (elsewhere  Diodorus  says 
“upon  Cronus  and  Osiris  ” himself) ; and  the  Nile  itself  or 
Oceanus,  the  original  source,  that  is,  of  all  fresh  waters, 
made  so  destructive  a deluge,  that  Prometheus,  who  had 
the  charge  of  it,  in  despair  had  nearly  committed  suicide. 
But  Hercules  both  aided  the  celestials,  and  dammed  up  the 
Nile  (which  Osiris  himself  did  afterwards  more  completely 
at  its  sources  in  Ethiopia). 

Then  follows  the  return  of  Osiris  into  Egypt,  the  trea- 
chery of  his  brother  Typhon,  who  after  killing  him  divided 
his  body  into  27  pieces  (there  being  one  for  each  of  his  26 
fellow-conspirators),  according  to  the  number  of  the  27  Nomes 
of  Egypt.  Isis  searches  after  and  collects  his  remains ; and 
encloses  each  portion  in  the  representation  of  a whole  body, 
so  that  each  Nome  may  have  his  tomb  and  body  entire ; 
teaching  them  at  the  same  time  to  dedicate  in  each  Nome 
some  one  animal,  as  a representative  of  Osiris,  besides  the 
sacred  bulls  Apis  and  Mnevis,  and  the  cows  of  Isis  herself, 
which  were  worshipped  alike  by  all. 

Horus,  son  of  Isis,  being  assisted  by  Thoth,  encountered 
and  slew  Typhon,  so  becoming  the  “ avenger  of  his  father.” 
And  when  he  had  himself  been  slain  by  the  Titans  (a 
reduplication  of  the  war  against  Cronus  and  Osiris,  the 
Flood  caused  by  Oceanus,  and  the  murder  by  Typhon),  and 
his  body  was  found  floating  on  the  waters,  his  mother  Isis, 
having  discovered  an  elixir  of  immortality,  by  her  charms  or 
incantations  brought  him  to  life  again.  “ So  he  reigned  in 
Egypt  after  his  father’s  removal  from  the  earth.” 
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It  is  plain  from  the  details  of  this  fable  that  the  actors  in 
it  are  properly  and  originally  introduced  as  contemporaries, 
the  time  being  only  one  complete  generation  from  about  tbe 
end  of  the  reign  of  Cronus  or  Zeus,  the  father  of  Osiris,  to 
the  beginning  of  the  reign  of  Horus.  So  that  any  distribu- 
tion of  the  deities  named  into  a succession  of  reigns  covering 
a great  space,  as  if  with  a number  of  generations,  would  be 
an  afterthought : and  the  arrangement  of  particular  reigns 
in  any  such  series  would  probably  be  more  or  less  variable 
and  arbitrary.  And  the  time  to  which  the  whole  drama 
is  referred  is  plainly  one  including  the  Flood  and  the 
earliest  age  or  ages  of  the  existing  world  after  the  Flood ; 
just  as  in  the  parallel  mythology  of  Sanchoniathon. 

Indeed,  after  concluding  the  story  of  Osiris  and  Isis, 
Diodorus  (lib.  i.  c.  xxiv.)  gives  their  epoch  in  terms  of  the 
hieratic  reckoning  correctly  enough : for  he  writes  thus  : 
“ But  from  Osiris  and  Isis  to  the  [Egyptian]  reign  of 
Alexander  who  founded  Alexandria  they  say  that  there  are 
above  10,000  years.”  And  according  to  the  hieratic  reck- 
oning there  are  in  fact,  from  the  epoch  of  the  Flood  to  the 
passage  of  Alexander  into  Asia,  7902  + [341  +]  217  + 1881 
+ 11  = 10,352  nominal  years.  It  is  true  that  he  adds,  “ but 
as  some  write  there  are  nearly  23,000,”  as  if  this  latter 
sum  were  based  upon . some  other  distinct  and  discordant 
reckoning,  beginning  from  the  same  point  and  terminating 
at  the  same  point  with  the  10,000.  But  in  truth  the  23,000 
years  (strictly  23,218)  were  reckoned  from  a different  and 
earlier  commencement  of  mankind  than  that  of  Diodorus’s 
human  Osiris,  and  ended  not  at  the  crossing  of  Alexander, 
but  3944  nominal  years  above  that  first  production  or  repro- 
duction of  men  from  the  Nile  mud  which  was  tbe  only 
epoch  distinctly  apprehended  by  him.  This  is  shown  by 
another  passage  (in  c.  xxvi.),  in  which  he  meutions  the  same 
sum  of  23,000  years,  saying  that,  “ the  priests  reckon  from 
Helios  (Ha)  to  the  crossing  of  Alexander  into  Asia  a 
round  sum  (/xdXwrrd  irtos)  of  23,000  years.”  For  it  is  clear 
that  “ the  human  Ra,  homonymous  with  the  physical  sun,  ” 
is  in  all  the  Egyptian  schemes  at  the  very  head  of  human 
time:  and  it  is  equally  certain  that  all  those  schemes  took 
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account  of  (23,218  + 3944  = ) 27,162  month-years  before 
coming  to  those  10,352  mixed  years  which  would  reach 
from  the  epoch  of  the  recommencement  of  mankind  to 
Alexander. 

But  it  is  not  once  only  that  Diodorus  indicates  the  true 
Egyptian  reckoning  of  10,000  nominal  years  from  about  the 
time  of  the  Flood.  In  c.  xxiv.  there  is  another  statement 
to  the  same  effect,  and  one  much  more  important,  because 
in  it  the  Flood  itself,  the  group  of  Osirian  deities,  and  the 
commencement  or  recommencement  of  the  existing  race 
of  mankind,  are  all  together  distinctly  connected  both  one 
with  another  and  with  the  date  given.  Diodorus  is  describing 
how  the  Egyptians  reasoned  against  the  pretensions  of  the 
Greek  Hercules,  showing  how  little  the  particulars  related  of 
him  even  by  the  Greeks  themselves  suited  the  age  at  which 
he  was  put,  only  one  generation  before  Troy.  Since  neither 
did  the  earth  then  produce  Titans  and  giants,  nor  was  it 
then  overrun  by  monsters  and  wild  beasts ; nor  were  man- 
kind then  so  rude  as  to  have  no  better  weapons  than  clubs ; 
whereas  these  particulars  “ all  suited  perfectly  the  time  of 
the  first  production  of  mankind  from  which  the  Egyptians 
reckon  to  the  first  generation  before  Troy  above  10,000 
years,  while  from  Troy  there  are  under  1200.”  (“ Kara 

Ti]V  if  upx*)s  yevsaiv  twj/  avOpwirtov  dir  iieeitn/s  pdv  yap  Trap' 
AiytnrTiors  fri/  KaTapiOfuiadai  irXrim  tow  p.vpia>v,  diro  Se  twv 
TptoiK&v  iXaTTO)  toiv  %i\iwv  icai  SiaKoaiwv.’’) 

It  is  clear  then  that,  though  the  precise  sum  may  not 
always  be  mentioned,  but  sometimes  “ above  10,000  ” years 
(if  any  of  those  deities  whose  age  contains  the  epoch  of  the 
Flood  are  spoken  of  as  beginning  to  reign  somewhat  earlier), 
or  under  10,000  (if  the  commencement  of  any  particular 
nation  or  city,  or  of  empires  and  nations  generally,  be  spoken 
of),  the  sum  of  (5613  + 3750  = ) 9363  nominal  years,  which 
is  found  in  the  hieratic  scheme  between  the  end  of  its  first 
two  periods  of  (23,218  + 3944  =)  27,162  marking  the  epoch 
of  the  Flood,  and  the  cyclical  epoch  of  B.C.  1322,  is  the  main 
element  in  such  statements  as  those  occurring  in  Plato,  or 
those  made  to  Alexander  or  to  Diodorus,  respecting  sums  of 
« 10,000,”  “above  10,000,”  “ 9000,”  and  “ 8C00  ” years. 
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In  the  statements  of  Herodotus  indeed,  which  make  to 
Amasis,  that  is,  to  B.C.  525,  15,000  years  from  Osiris,  and 

17.000  from  Hercules  (though  both  these  deities  are  of  that 
group  whose  myth  contains  the  epoch  of  the  Flood),  there  is 
a difference  of  some  5000  or  6000  years  from  the  parallel 
statements  of  Diodorus,  who  makes  only  “ above  10,000  ” 
from  the  Egyptian  Hercules  to  the  Greek,  in  b.c.  (1212  + 
33=)  1245,  and  from  Osiris,  seemingly,  less  by  about  1000 
years;  since  from  Osiris  and  Isis  there  are  “over  10,000  ” to 
the  passage  of  Alexander,  near  a thousand  years  later.  But 
it  is  to  be  borne  in  mind  that  as  Herodotus  calculated 
back  nearly  12,000  years  of  kings  from  B.c.  525,  which 
were  (11,000  — 3750  = ) 8250  too  many,  it  would  be  natural 
that  the  priests  who  encouraged  him  in  this  exaggeration 
should  put  back  somewhat  the  dates  for  the  later  deities 
Hercules  and  Osiris,  so  as  still  to  leave  room  between  them 
and  the  kings  for  Horus,  and  perhaps  also  for  Demigods. 
And  in  like  manner  any  priest  conversing  with  Diodorus 
who  was  cognisant  of  the  reckoning  of  Herodotus,  and  not 
inclined  to  disturb  the  331  kings  in  their  possession  of 

1 1.000  years,  might  be  likely  to  name  to  him  only  the  first 
great  sum  in  the  hieratic  scheme,  viz.  about  23,000  years,  as 
the  period  of  the  reigns  of  the  Gods,  rather  than  the  first 
two,  making  together  27,162  month-years,  or  in  the  terms  of 
Manetho's  scheme  17,844  (“a  little  under  18,000”)  mixed 
years.  And  even  Herodotus  does  not  put  Hercules  more 
than  (17,000— 10,160  = ) 6840  month-years  above  the  epoch 
of  the  Flood.  And  the  historical  Patriarchs,  who  are  the 
human  element  in  this  mythology,  actually  cover  600  chro- 
nological years  above,  as  well  as  500  of  survival  below,  the 
Flood,  and  are  common,  in  a manner,  in  truth  as  well  as  in 
fable,  to  the  times  of  both  worlds. 

“ It  seems,”  says  Diodorus  (c.  xxv.),  following  and  as  it 
were  confirming  the  statement  of  Herodotus,  “that  the 
last  of  the  Gods  who  reigned  was  Horus,  who  after  the 
removal  of  his  father  Osiris  from  among  men  avenged  and 
succeeded  him.”  Then  a little  below,  it  is  that  he  mentions 
how  the  priests  reckoned  from  Helios  ( Ra ),  that  is,  from  the 
very  commencement  of  all  the  divine  reigns,  a round  sum  of 
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23,000  [for  23,2 18]  years,  reaching  really  to  the  end  of  the  first 
great  hieratic  period,  3944  nominal  or  328  ^ full  years  short 
of  the  Flood.  And,  in  answer  probably  to  some  inquiries 
about  the  length  of  the  divine  reigns,  he  was  told  that  the 
earlier  Gods  reigned  “ above  1 200  years  each,”  and  the  later 
“ not  under  300.”  And  when  he  objected  that,  these  being 
all  confessedly  terrestrial  or  human  Gods,  it  was  incredible 
they  should  have  reigned  or  lived  so  long,  he  was  told  that 
men  sometimes  lived  100  years,  and  that  if  lie  pleased  he 
might  divide  the  1200  years  of  the  earlier  Gods  as  months  by 
12,  and  the  300  of  the  later  Gods  as  seasons  of  four  months 
each,  by  3 ; and  so  both  the  earlier  and  the  later  would  be 
reduced  within  the  same  bounds  of  credibility.  In  this  they 
gave  him  certainly  a broad  hint  of  the  truth  ; but,  at  the  same 
time,  as  they  misled  him  by  suggesting  that  some  of  their 
nominal  years  were  seasons,  which  they  were  not,  and  did 
not  tell  him  how  many  nominal  years  in  all  were  reducible, 
whether  by  the  one  method  or  the  other,  and  he  had  not  the 
wit  to  cross-question  them,  he  remained  none  the  wiser. 

In  another  place,  after  he  has  already  named  the  sum  of 
23,000  years,  and  misunderstood  it  as  if  reckoned  from  Osiris 
to  Alexander,  he  mentions  another  reckoning  of  “ something 
under  18,000  years."  “ Some  of  them,”  he  writes,  “ in 
their  mythology  reckon  that  Egypt  was  first  reigned  over 
by  Gods  and  Heroes  for  a little  less  than  18,000  years,  the 
last  of  the  Gods ” (the  Heroes  or  Demigods,  though  only  just 
before  mentioned,  being  now  as  it  seems  unnoticed)  “ who 
reigned  being  Ilorus  the  son  of  Isis.  But  men,  they  say,  have 
reigned  in  their  country  from  Mceris  [Menes],  a little  less 
than  5000  years  to  Olymp.  180  [71.  n.c.  58]  when  I visited 
Egypt,  in  the  reign  of  Ptolemy  surnamed  N/o?  Aiovvaos.” 
And  elsewhere  (c.  lxix.)  he  says  that  they  made  “ above 
4700  years  of  kings  from  Menes  to  the  passage  of  Alex- 
ander.” Here  he  seems  himself  to  doubt  about  the  true 
meaning  of  the  sum  of  18,000,  and  mentions  it  first  as  if  it 
were  one  of  three  discordant  reckonings  of  10,000,  23,000, 
and  18,000  years,  all  beginning  from  Osiris  and  all  ending 
with  Alexander,  or  even  with  his  own  time.  But  perhaps 
he  regarded  the  sum  of  18,000  as  reconcilable  with  that  of 
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23.000  by  the  supposition  that  the  18,000  were  properly 
to  be  reckoned  not  to  Alexander  but  only  to  Mcnes; 
and  then  the  4700  or  5000  years  of  kings,  being  added, 
would  complete  a sum  of  23,000.  And  since  the  sum 
named  was  “something  under  18,000,”  and  the  years  of  the 
kings  also  to  his  own  time  arc  “ something  under  5000,”  he 
does  some  little  violence  to  the  words  reported  by  him  con- 
cerning the  23,000  (for  in  one  place  there  were  said  to  be 
either  “ above  10,000”  or  else  “ 23,000”  to  Alexander,  and 
in  another  “ about  23,000  from  Ha  to  the  passage  of 
Alexander);  ” and  by  putting  together  “ something  under 

1 8.000  ” and  “ something  under  5000,”  makes  a sum  of 
something  under  23,000,  not  to  Alexander,  but  to  his  own 
time,  276  years  later.  It  was  natural  indeed  that  he  should 
so  mistake ; and  that  he  should  suppose  the  18,000  as  the 
smaller  sum  to  be  contained  within  the  23,000  as  the  greater, 
if  they  both  began,  ns  he  would  understand  they  did  (and  as 
they  did  in  fact  begin),  from  one  and  the  same  epoch.  But 
the  truth  was  precisely  the  reverse.  The  18,000,  though  in 
appearance  the  smaller  sum  of  the  two,  was  really  the 
greater ; and  the  23,000,  apparently  the  greater  sum  but 
really  the  smaller,  was  contained  within  the  18,000.  And 
if  Diodorus  had  only  understood  the  true  nature  of  the  sum 
of  18,000  years,  he  might  have  been  said  by  his  two  sums 
of  “nearly  18,000”  and  “above  10,000”  years  to  exhibit 
consecutively  and  entire  with  only  a slight  error  (for  the 

18,000  run  on  by  582  month-years  into  the  10,000)  the 
scheme  of  the  hieratic  reckoning,  which  if  stated  uniformly, 
and  with  all  its  month-years  in  full,  consists  of  the  following 
elements : — 

27,162  f 3750  + 1265  = 5015. 

or  23^218  + 3944  J 5613  + 2289  + [341  + ja  17  + 9H3Q978  + 11  + 276  to  B.C.  58.] 
( 7902  + 1461  + 1265  =10,628. 

But  the  first  of  these  sums  is  varied  by  Manetho  thus  : — 

900  full  years  (=  10,800  months)  + 12,418  month-years 
(=  23,218)  + 582  more  month-years  make  for  him  13,900 
mixed  years  (=  23,800  month-years). 

The  first  two  sums  of  the  hieratic  scheme,  viz.  23,218  and 
3944,  put  together,  make  one  uniform  sum  of  27,162  inonth- 
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years  to  the  epocli  of  the  Flood ; and  from  that  epoch  there 
follow  7902  more  month-years  divided  into  two  sums  of 
5613  and  2289,  the  2289  being  part  of  3750  years  of  kings 
which  arc  reckoned  from  Menes  to  the  cyclical  epoch  of  B.C. 
1 322  ; below  which  again  there  are  989  more  years  of  kings 
to  the  passage  of  Alexander,  or  1265  to  the  time  of  Diodorus ; 
making  from  the  commencement  or  recommencement  of 
mankind  after  the  Flood  to  the  passage  of  Alexander  10,352, 
or  to  the  time  of  Diodorus  10,628  years,  but  of  kings  from 
Menes  to  the  passage  of  Alexander  4739,  or  to  the  time  of 
Diodorus  5015  years. 

In  these  sums  of  the  hieratic  scheme  we  distinguish  the 
source  of  Diodorus’s  round  sums  of  “ 23,000  from  Ba," 
and  of  “ above  10,000  from  Osiris  and  Isis,”  and  from  the 
recommencement  of  mankind,  to  Alexander,  or  to  his  own 
date.  And  his  statement  of  “over  4700”  years  of  kings 
from  Menes  to  Alexander  is  exact.  His  other,  of  “ a little 
under  5000”  to  his  own  time,  is  not  exact,  if  the  true  chrono- 
logical reckoning  of  the  Old  Chronicle  be  assumed  as  the 
proper  supplement  and  continuation  of  the  hieratic  scheme  ; 
for  so  he  should  have  written  not  a little  under  but  a little 
(viz.  15)  over  5000  years.  But  it  is  probable  that  he  or  his 
informants  reckoned  improperly  to  the  end  of  the  generation 
of  liameses  III.  Sesostris,  instead  of  its  beginning,  so  as  to 
lose  that  reign  of  about  33  or  34  years.  And  on  this  sup- 
position both  his  statements  respecting  the  time  of  the  kings 
are  accounted  for. 

In  reckoning  “ above  10,000  years  ” from  the  Egyptian 
Hercules  to  the  Greek,  one  generation  before  Troy  (b.c. 
1212  — 33  = 1245),  Diodorus  must  be  supposed  to  place 
Hercules  one  divine  reign  higher  than  Osiris,  like  Hero- 
dotus. and  so  to  carry  back  his  accession  into  the  years 
preceding  the  epoch  of  Osiris  and  of  the  Flood.  For  from  B.c. 
1245  up  to  the  epoch  of  the  Flood  there  are  not  10,000,  but 
only  (77  + 3750  + 5613  = ) 9440  years  in  the  hieratic  scheme. 
But  Diodorus  was  probably  taught  to  place  Hercules  about 
1200  month-years  above  the  epoch  of  Osiris  and  the  Flood  ; 
and  then  there  would  be  from  the  Egyptian  Hercules  to  the 
Greek  (1200  + 9440  = ) 10,640,  which  are  “above  10,000 
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years.”  If  they  had  preserved  the  same  interval  (of  about 
2000  years)  between  Hercules  and  Osiris  with  Herodotus, 
there  would  have  been  above  1 1 ,000  years. 

But  Diodorus’s  sum  of  “something  under  18,000  years” 
is  not  explainable  from  the  hieratic  scheme  alone.  To 
account  for  it  one  must  have  recourse  to  the  scheme  of 
Mauetho,  in  which  the  first  sum  of  the  hieratic  scheme  is 
exhibited  in  a varied  form,  and,  though  apparently  much 
reduced,  yet  really  has  an  addition  made  to  it  of  582  month- 
years.  For  Manetho  reduces  to  their  original  and  true  form 
of  900  full  years  the  first  10,800  month-years  of  the  hieratic 
scheme;  and  then,  continuing  himself  in  month-years,  he 
needs  only  12,418  of  these  (making  a mixed  sum  of  13,318) 
to  equal  the  first  23,218  month-year6  of  the  hieratic  scheme. 
But  in  order  to  obtain  a round  sum,  or  rather  that  his  900 
full  years  may  become  visible  and  separable,  he  adds  582 
more  month-years,  which  raise  his  first  sum  to  13,900  mixed 
years,  exceeding  by  582  month-years  the  first  23,218  of  the 
hieratic  scheme.  This  sum  then  of  13,900  being  taken  from 
Manetho,  as  if  it  were  identical  with  the  first  sum  of  the 
hieratic  scheme,  to  which  it  answers,  and  the  second  sum  of 
the  hieratic  scheme,  viz.  3944  month-years,  being  added  to 
it,  the  two  together  produce  a sum  of  17,844  mixed  years, 
justifying  the  expressions  of  Diodorus,  being  “not  much 
under  18,000.”  If  Diodorus’s  informant  had  added  to  Ma- 
netho’s  first  sum  of  13,900  only  those  (3944 — 582  = ) 3362 
month-years  of  the  second  sum  of  the  hieratic  scheme  which 
would  seem  to  remain,  the  product  would  have  been  only 
17,262,  and  would  not  have  accounted  for  Diodorus’s  ex- 
pressions, being  much  nearer  to  17,000  than  to  18,000.  On 
the  other  hand,  after  perceiving  that  Diodorus’s  sum  of  17,844 
mixed  years  takes  us  582  month-years  below  the  end  of  the 
second  sum  of  the  hieratic  scheme,  the  epoch  of  the  Flood, 
we  must  not  attempt  to  join  on  Diodorus’s  other  reckoning  of 
“ above  10,000  years”  from  the  recommencement  of  mankind 
to  Alexander  or  to  his  own  time,  as  if  it  were  the  exact 
continuation,  beginning  from  the  same  point  where  the 
17,844  years  end.  For  from  that  point  to  the  passage  of 
Alexander,  instead  of  “ over  10,000,”  there  are  only  (10,629 
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— 276=10,353—582  = ) 9771  years.  And,  besides,  the 
18,000  years  of  Diodorus  seem  to  be  reckoned  to  Horus, 
while  the  10,000  probably  begin  from  Osiris,  and  certainly 
from  the  epoch  of  the  Flood. 

There  is  some  difficulty  in  accounting  for  the  manner  in 
which  Ilorus,  son  of  Osiris  and  Isis,  is  spoken  of  both  by 
Herodotus  and  by  Diodorus  as  reigning  “ last  of  the  Gods,” 
and  as  it  were  immediately  preceding  human  kings,  when 
yet  there  was  in  every  scheme  a space  of  time  which  must 
be  reckoned  either  to  Demigods  or  to  human  generations 
without  kings  between  the  Gods  and  Menes.  A similar 
question  may  be  raised  as  to  the  distribution  of  the  bulk  of 
the  earliest  month -years.  In  the  Turin  papyrus  the  second 
Horus,  to  and  from  whom  its  great  sums  of  23,218  and 
13,420  years  are  reckoned,  stands,  as  it  seems,  no  lower  than 
the  end  of  the  first  23,218  years;  while,  if  we  reckon  up 
from  thence  his  400  years,  with  the  3140  of  A la,  the  3226 
of  Thoth,  the  338  (?)  of  the  elder  Horus,  and  the  300  of  Set, 
there  are  between  the  end  of  the  reign  of  Osiris  and  the 
accession  of  Rameses  III.  Scsostris  no  fewer  than  (7404  + 
5613  + 3750  = ) 16,767  years.  And  the  end  of  the  reign  of 
the  later  Horus  himself  is  3944  + 5613+3750  = ) 13,307 
years  before  the  accession  of  Rameses  III.,  and  3944  above 
the  epoch  of  the  Flood.  Herodotus,  even  after  carrying  up 
Menes  11,000  nominal  years  above  B.C.  1322,  has  still  4000 
years  or  so  between  Osiris  and  Menes,  with  only  one  God, 
Ilorus,  to  fill  them,  unless  Demigods  or  men  be  added: 
and,  as  the  priests  themselves  who  conversed  with  him 
reckoned,  if  they  put  Osiris  15,000  years  above  B.c.  525 
they  made  an  interval  between  Osiris  the  father  of  Horus 
and  Menes  of  i0,453  years,  their  date  for  Osiris  being  896 
month-years  above  the  end  of  the  23,218  (the  first  great 
sum  of  the  hieratic  scheme)  and  4840  above  the  epoch  of  the 
Flood.  Manetho  also  emphatically  names  Horus  last  (“  ad 
extremum  Horus”),  though  he  appears  as  last  only  of  the 
first  series  of  his  Gods.  And  between  Ilorus  and  that  point 
where  the  hieratic  scheme  places  Menes  he  has  not  only 
1230  month-years  of  Demigods,  and  3701  years  of  Manes, 
making  together  4931,  but  all  the  years  of  bis  second  dvnusty 
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of  Gods  “ wlio  reigned  in  continuous  succession  from  Horus 
to  Bytis.”  Of  Ptolemy  of  Mcndcs  it  is  unnecessary  to 
speak,  as  he  carries  the  kings  back  in  effect  almost  to  the 
very  head  of  the  hieratic  scheme.  But  in  the  Chronicle,  on 
the  contrary,  the  whole  of  those  2922  chronological  years 
which  were  the  source  of  all  the  35,064  month-years  or 
their  equivalents  of  other  schemes,  and  other  nominal  years 
besides  which,  as  no  Dames  were  given,  arc  as  nothing,  arc 
given  to  the  xm  human  Gods,  while  vm  Demigods  have 
only  the  short  interval  of  217  full  years  between  the  Gods 
and  Menes.  (This  arrangement  has  been  examined  and 
accounted  for  in  Chapter  I.)  On  the  whole,  the  existence  of 
such  great  discrepancies  in  those  schemes  of  which  some 
knowledge  is  preserved  makes  it  probable  that  for  the 
arrangement  of  the  Gods  and  Demigods  in  successive  dy- 
nasties and  reigns  there  was  no  one  settled  system.  But,  so 
far  as  Diodorus  is  concerned,  since  he  reckons  from  Osiris 
and  Isis  to  Alexander  10,353  nominal  years  under  his  round 
sum  of  “ above  10,000,”  but  of  kings  only  just  “ over  4700,” 
and  Horus,  who  reigned  last  of  the  Gods,  is  made  by  him  to 
succeed  at  once  after  Osiris  and  Isis,  he  has  an  interval  of 
above  5613  years  between  his  two  epochs  of  Osiris  and 
Menes,  to  cover  which  he  gives  only  the  two  reigns  of  Osiris 
and  Ilorus,  unless  we  add  those  Demigods  or  Heroes  whom 
he  names  after  the  Gods  in  connection  with  the  sum  of 
“ nearly  18,000  years.”  Yet,  even  with  them,  the  17,844 
years,  and  consequently  both  the  Gods  and  the  Demigods, 
end  (5613  — 582  = ) 5031  nominal  years  before  the  accession 
of  Menes  ; and  one  is  at  a loss  to  conjecture  with  what  his 
informants  would  have  covered  these,  unless  it  were  with 
human  generations  anterior  to  the  establishment  of  monar- 
chies. Manes,  which  were  probably  peculiar  to  the  scheme 
of  Manetho,  arc  not  to  be  thought  of,  because  Diodorus’s 
informants  clearly  reckoned  in  their  original  places  according 
to  the  hieratic  lists  all  those  kings  whom  Manetho  had 
ejected,  and  had  grouped  into  his  four  dynasties  of  Manes. 

Yet  Diodorus,  without  giving  any  account  of  the  5031 
years,  or  of  the  Heroes  whose  time  should  have  preceded, 
passes  at  once  from  the  Gods  to  Menes.  “ The  first  king 
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after  the  Gods  was  Menes ; ” of  whom  Herodotus  heard 
some  say  that  his  accession  was  of  such  remote  antiquity 
that  the  Delta,  or  rather  all  Egypt  below  lake  Maoris, 
was  as  yet  under  water.  This  statement  probably  put  it 
into  the  head  of  Diodorus  to  ask  questions  concerning  the 
antiquity  of  the  Delta  as  connected  by  Herodotus  with  the 
accession  of  Menes.  For  he  stumbled  upon  an  answer 
which  is  intelligible  only  on  this  supposition,  but  which 
taken  in  this  connection  is  both  intelligible  and  valu- 
able. For  Diodorus,  questioning  upon  this  idea,  that  the 
accession  of  Menes  was  as  far  back  or  farther  back  than  the 
formation  of  the  Delta,  elicited  from  some  informant  who  was 
a rather  drier  humourist  than  his  colleagues  that  Herodotus’s 
information  was  not  quite  accurate  ; that  the  Delta,  or  at  least 
the  country  below  Lake  Maris,  must  have  been  formed  before 
Menes  could  found  Memphis  ; but  supposing  it  to  have  been 
formed  only  just  before,  it  had  in  that  case  existed  at  least  a 
thousand  years,  the  thousand  years  being  probably  reckoned 
back  from  Herodotus’s  epoch  of  Sesostris.  For  from  the 
cyclical  epoch  of  B.C.  3322  back  to  the  accession  of  Menes 
there  were  chronologically  903  years.  And,  however  recent 
might  be  at  that  time  the  formation  of  the  Delta,  it  could  not 
well  be  put  less  than  about  a hundred  years  higher.  Dio- 
dorus seems  to  have  so  little  understood  the  ironical  turn  of 
the  Egyptians  that  he  was  simply  mystified,  and  he  even  gives 
the  statement  as  if  the  thousand  years  were  meant  to  be 
reckoned  back  from  his  own  time,  wliich  he  could  scarcely 
have  imagined.  But  from  others  he  heard  that  so  short  a 
time  as  only  1000  years  was  mere  nonsense,  quite  out  of 
the  question  ; and  that  the  formation  of  the  Delta  must  be 
placed  at  the  very  least  more  than  3400  years  back.  These 
also,  equally  with  the  first,  accepted  the  idea  that  the  forma- 
tion of  the  Delta  and  the  accession  of  Menes  were  separated 
by  no  long  interval,  and  agreed  probably  with  the  first  in 
making  the  formation  of  the  Delta  the  earlier  of  the  two 
events,  and  in  reckoning  back  the  years  which  they  named 
from  the  cyclical  epoch  of  B.c.  1322.  Their  meaning  was 
that  the  accession  of  Menes  could  not  be  put  at  the  lowest 
lower  than  3409  years  above  the  cyclical  epoch,  or  (which  is 
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the  same  tiling  within  one  year)  above  the  accession  of 
Raineses  III.  Sesostris.  They  were  so  conscientious  as  to 
admit  tacitly  that  the  341  fictitious  years  added  in  the  hier- 
atic scheme  to  make  time  run  from  the  beginning  in  cycles, 
and  covered  in  appearance  by  kings,  were  not  really  chrono- 
logical, so  that  these  341  might  be  deducted  from  the  3750 
years  of  the  kings  after  Menes,  and  set  aside  as  merely 
concurrent  But  after  this  one  deduction  it  was  impossible 
to  disallow  any  of  the  remaining  3409  years.  The  formation 
of  the  Delta,  therefore,  being  somewhat  earlier  than  the 
accession  of  Menes,  must  necessarily  be  carried  back  from 
the  cyclical  epoch  of  B.c.  1322  “ more  than  3400  years.” 
Or,  if  any  one  prefer,  he  may  suppose  that  they  were  un- 
usually impudent,  and  actually  allowed  the  notion  that  the 
formation  of  the  Delta  was  later  than  the  time  of  Menes. 
Then,  ns  they  put  Menes  with  the  hieratic  lists  3750  years 
above  Rameses  III.,  knowing  all  the  time  that  there  were 
to  Rameses  III.  only  (2922  + 1120  = ) 4042  chronological 
years  from  the  beginning  of  the  antediluvian  world,  they 
would  intend  the  epoch  of  Menes  to  stand  at  the  (4042  — 
3750  = ) 292nd  year  of  the  antediluvian  world;  and  the 
formation  of  the  Delta,  though  allowed  to  be  some  350  years 
later,  would  still  be  only  652  below  the  beginning  of  the 
world,  and  about  (2263  — 652  = ) 1611  years  above  the  epoch 
of  the  Flood. 

There  are  two  passages  in  which  Diodorus  states  how  long 
kings  had  reigned  in  Egypt  from  Menes  to  Alexander,  or  to 
his  own  time ; and  in  one  of  the  two  he  adds  other  details 
respecting  the  kings,  natives  or  strangers,  and  the  queens 
who  had  reigned  during  the  time  specified : 

“ Kat  tovtwv  pcsytcrTTjV  arroSsiljiv  <f>a<nv  elvai  to  Trjs  AvyvTTTOv 
ir\eua  twv  sirraKoalwv  /cal  rer (laKiayjXioiv  hrwv  f3a<n\evaai 
tovs  7 rXeiovs  eyyevels,  /cal  ttjv  x^Pav  evhaifiovecrraTrjv  Irrrdp^ai 
T/js  airdarjs  oi/covpJvtjs.”  (Lib.  i.  c.  Ixiv.) 

“ MutfoX.o'yoCcj  S’  aindiv  tivss  to  piev  TrpwTov  apgai  tt/s 
ktrjVTTTQV  Seovs  t £ Kal  fjpwas  err]  fipaxy  Xe/Trovra  twv  pvpLwv 
/cal  d/cra/cicrxiXlwv,  /cal  Sewv  eaxarov  /3aai\evcrai  tov  “I  aiBos 
T ilpov  irrr'  avdpdmwv  Be  ttjv  X™Pav  fc@ao’i\ew0al  cfracuv  aVo 
Wo/piBos  [Mijri]  err)  /3paxv  Xelirovra  twv  irsvTcuucrxCXtwv 
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fiexpi  ri)s  eKaroorifs  Kat  byBoijKOorijS  'OAvpmdBos  ko.6'  rjv  i/pels 
rrapeBdAopev  els  Atyvmov,  e/BaolAevoe  Be  IlroXc/aatos  o Ne'oy 
Aiovvoos  xpjf/ia ri^cov. 

“ 'Vovtcov  Be  ra  pe v rrAelora  Karao^elv  rrjv  up%l]v  eyyaplovs 
fiacnXels,  6\lya  Be  Aid  loir  as  trot  IHpaa?  /cat  Ma/te8dcay.  AlOto- 
7 ray  pev  ovv  upljai  rerrapas,  ov  Kara  to  e^ijs,  a\\'  £k  Biaorrffia- 
tos  ejrf  t a rrdvra  fSpay^u  Aelrrovra  rcbv  /cat  rpuiKovra. 
[If peas  Be  srevTS  rrpbs  rols  e Karov  Kal  rpiuKovra  ereoi  ovv  rals 
rwv  Alyvrrriwv  drroardoeaiv  as  errou'foavro  (fiepeiv  ov  Bvva/ievoi 
[rt]v  Trpos  robs  deoiis  rtov  \lepob>v  doe/3eiav' ] eo^arais  Be  robs 
MaKsBovas  ap%ai  Kal  rovs  arro  MaKcBovav  §£  erg  rrpbs  rols 
BiokooIois  Kal  k)3BofiljK0vra ' robs  Si  Aoirrobs  %pbvovs  arravras 
BiareAeoat  ftaoiAevovras  rfjs  % wpas  £y%copiovs  dvBpas  piv  rrpbs 
rols  rerpaKoatois  ej3Bop/)Kovra  ywautas  Si  rrevre,  rrepl  a>v 
drramoiv  ot  pev  iepels  el%ov  uvaypaifras  iv  rals  lepals  /3l/3Aois  e k 
rraAaicov  xptnwv  del  rols  SiaSo^ois  rrapaSeBopJvas”  [with  par- 
ticular notices  of  each  king,  which  Diodorus  thinks  it  useless 
to  attempt  to  follow  in  detail,  but  instead]  “ ro>v  dgtcov 
laroplas  rd  Kvpuorara  ovinbptos  Bie^ievai  rreipaoopeOa .” 

The  sums  of  “over  4700”  and  “nearly  5000”  years, 
given  in  these  passages  for  the  kings  to  Alexander  and  to 
Olymp.  180  y'  resjtectively,  having  been  found,  the  one  to 
agree  perfectly  with  that  of  the  hieratic  scheme,  the  other  to 
differ  only  by  an  explainable  error  causing  the  loss  of  one 
reign  or  generation  of  about  33  years,  (Herodotus’s  exag- 
gerated sum  of  11,000  years  to  Ramcses  III.  being  so  cor- 
rected), it  might  be  expected  that  the  number  of  the  kings 
also  would  be  identical  with  that  of  the  hieratic  list  and  of 
Herodotus  down  to  Ramcses  III.,  and  from  the  accession  of 
Ramescs  III.  identical  or  nearly  identical  with  that  obtain- 
able from  the  lists  of  Manetho  and  Ptolemy.  So  we  should 
have  expected  331  kings  down  to  the  death  of  Amenephthes 
(who  should  be  “ Menophrcs”)  the  predecessor  of  Rameses 
III.,  or  330  only  if  the  inaccuracy  of  Herodotus  in  drop- 
ping one  king  was  retained.  And  in  this  latter  case  there 
would  be  331  at  the  death  of  Rameses  III.  instead  of  at  the 
cyclical  epoch  of  the  year  preceding  his  accession.  There 
would  also  be  some  further  elements  of  uncertainty,  accord- 
ing as  Rameses  III.  were  reckoned  in  his  true  place  as 
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the  third  legitimate  king  of  Dyn.  XIX,  or  in  the  place 
where  Manetho  has  joined  his  name  and  blended  his  person 
with  that  of  Seti  II.,  the  head  of  that  dynasty.  And  below 
it  would  be  a chance  whether  Diodorus’s  informants  simply 
followed  the  list  of  Manetho  in  consolidating  the  four  or  five 
sons  of  Raineses  III.,  or  reckoned  four  of  them  at  least,  if 
not  all  the  five,  separately ; and  whether  they  reckoned  all 
the  seven  Tanite  kings  of  Manctho’s  Dyn.  XXI,  who  can 
scarcely  be  all  historical,  or  his  three  Saitc  predecessors  of 
Psammitichus  I.  in  Dyn.  XXVI,  or  the  single  reign  of 
Amyrtaeus  which  makes  his  Dyn.  XXVIII.  If  Ra- 
meses  III.  were  put  at  his  true  place,  and  331  kings 
were  reckoned  to  the  death  of  his  predecessor,  then,  accord- 
ing to  Manctho’s  lists,  taken  simply  as  they  stand,  there 
ought  to  be  64  more  kings  down  to  the  death  or  flight  of 
Nectancbo,  and  3 more  Persians  to  Alexander,  making  a 
total  of  398  kings.  But,  if  we  consider  those  elements  of 
uncertainty  which  have  been  alluded  to,  the  reckoning  might 
vary  between  331  + (7  +4)  + 60  + 3 + 3 = 408  at  the  most, 
and  330  + 64  + (7+4  + l)  + 3 = 385  at  the  least. 

But,  instead  of  any  such  number  of  kings  as  might  agree 
with  that  of  Herodotus  and  of  the  hieratic  list,  he  names  one 
greatly  exceeding  it,  viz.  470  kings  and  5 queens;  and  these 
all  natives;  so  that  to  obtain  the  full  number  we  ought  still, 
as  it  seems,  to  add  the  4 Ethiopians  whom  he  mentions,  and 
the  8 Persians  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XXVII,  and  again  3 
more  Persians  below  Nectancbo,  which  will  bring  up  his 
sum  to  487  reigns  in  all  from  Menes  to  Nectancbo,  or  490  to 
Alexander. 

The  specification  of  Jive  native  queens,  instead  of  the  “ one 
native  queen,  Nitocris,”of  Herodotus,  is  home  out  by  the  lists, 
four  being  named  by  Manetho,  viz.  Nitocris,  Scbeknofreou, 
Amesses,  and  Achencheres,  and  the  fifth,  Ammerix , being  added 
in  the  lists  of  rtolemy.  And  here  Diodorus  certainly  corrects  a 
misunderstanding  of  Herodotus,  who  himself  connected  with 
the  name  of  Nitocris,  the  only  queen  of  whom  he  heard  any 
thing  in  detail,  words  spoken  perhaps  by  his  informants  with 
reference  to  Amesses.  For  the  priests  told  Herodotus  that 
among  the  331  kings  from  Menes  to  Raineses  III.,  or  among 
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the  341  to  Sethon,  “ there  had  been  18  Ethiopian  kings,  and 
one  queen.”  Probably  they  did  not  add  the  word  " native ” 
(though,  even  if  they  did,  there  might  be  some  ground  for  it 
of  which  we  are  now  ignorant) ; and  they  meant  not  that 
there  had  been  in  all  only  one  queen,  but  one  Ethiopian 
queen  with  and  among  the  18  Ethiopian  kings.  Achencheres, 
it  may  be  said,  was  another,  belonging  to  the  same  semi- 
Ethiopian  dynasty  with  Amesses;  and  Hatasu  (unless  she 
is  to  be  identified  with  her  mother  Amesses)  is  a third. 
But  Hatasu  did  not  reign  alone;  and  even  if  she  claimed  to 
reign  by  her  own  right,  that  claim  was  disallowed  by  her 
successors : and  Achencheres  seems  to  have  reigned  merely 
as  regent  for  her  brother. 

The  fifth  of  Diodorus’s  queens,  Ammeris,  enables  us  to 
make  a guess  at  least  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  extraordinary 
falsehood  put  off  upon  him,  when  they  told  him  that,  instead  of 
18  Ethiopians  mentioned  to  Herodotus  (besides  Sabaco  or  the 
three  later  Ethiopians  whom  he  represented),  there  had  been 
in  all  only  four  Ethiopian  kings,  who  had  reigned  in  all  “ some- 
what fewer  than  36  years,”  and  even  these  “ not  successively 
but  at  intervals,  or  with  at  least  one  interval  (e/e  SiaaTi'ipaTos)." 
For  since  Ammeris  is  distinctly  alluded  to  as  a native  legiti- 
mate queen,  it  may  be  presumed  that  her  Ethiopian  consort 
Piankhi  is  not  to  be  reckoned  separately  so  as  to  make  one  of 
Diodorus’s  four  Ethiopians ; though  else  his  would  be  the 
name  naturally  presenting  itself  under  that  of  “ 'Ay.fx.spli-, 
AWloyfr”  in  the  lists  of  Ptolemy,  if  a fourth  historical  Ethio- 
pian were  to  be  looked  for.  The  same  seems  to  follow  also 
from  the  mention  of  “ an  interval.”  It  is  probable  then  that 
the  fourth  (or  rather  the  first)  of  the  four  Ethiopians  is  the 
mythical  Actuaries  whose  episode  is  substituted  by  Diodorus’s 
informants  for  the  18  earlier  Ethiopians  of  Herodotus.  He 
reigned  according  to  Diodorus  “ till  his  death.  ” Then  fol- 
lowed a long  “interval”  (from  the  middle  of  Dyn.  XVIII 
in  truth)  to  Sabaco.  The  name  Sabaco  covers  naturally  only 
the  first  two  Ethiopian  kings  of  Dyn.  XXVI,  who  will  be 
the  second  and  third  of  the  four  Ethiopians  of  Diodorus.  The 
two  Sabacos  then  will  seein  to  hold  the  50  years  connected 
with  the  name  Sabaco  by  Herodotus.  But  since  Herodotus 
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confesses  that  the  native  and  legitimate  king  however  named 
survived  all  that  time,  these  50  years  need  not  be  reckoned  sepa- 
rately to  the  Ethiopians.  And,  besides,  it  is  at  once  insinuated 
to  Sabaco  that  he  cannot  reign  over  Egypt  for  any  long  time, 
except  by  perpetrating  atrocities  from  which  his  piety  recoils. 
(And,  since  Anysis  recovered  his  throne,  the  time  of  the 
Sabacos,  whether  short  or  long,  is  separated  by  an  interval 
from  any  fourth  Ethiopian  reign  still  to  come.)  The  50 
years  then  being  reckoned  to  the  native  king  or  kings,  there 
remain  only  13  years  of  the  survival  of  Tirhakah  the  fourth 
Ethiopian ; and  these  13,  with  5,  as  we  shall  find  reason  to 
guess,  for  the  personal  reign  of  the  first  Sabaco,  and  18  or 
something  under  18  for  the  earlier  unconnected  reign  of  Acti- 
sanes,  will  make  out  a sum  of  36  years.  Or,  taking  it  an- 
other way,  if  one  thinks  only  of  the  historical  kings  of  Dyn. 
XXV,  and  suppresses  as  covered  by  the  survival  of  Anysis 
not  50  but  (18 + 14  = ) 32  years,  which  are  really  connected 
with  the  name  of  the  two  Sabacos,  the  remaining  31  years  of 
the  reign  of  Tirhakah  which  are  not  naturally  connected 
with  the  name  Sabaco,  and  which  so  need  not  belong  to  the 
survival  of  Anysis,  with  or  without  three  or  four  years  for  the 
earlier  invasion  of  Actisanes,  will  make  out  Diodorus’s  36 
years.  As  for  the  Persians,  all  the  124  years  belonging  to 
Manetho’s  Dyn.  XXVII  are  fairly  allowed  to  them,  and  1 1 
more  for  the  interval  from  Nectanebo  (b.c.  345)  to  the  pas- 
sage of  Alexander  in  B.C.  334.  So  they  have  in  all  their 
“ 135  years.” 

Four  queens  only  of  Diodorus’s  five  being  traceable  to 
Manetho,  while  the  name  of  the  fifth,  Ammeris,  is  found  in 
Ptolemy’s  lists,  this,  though  it  proves  nothing  (since  the 
same  hieratic  sources  may  have  been  used  both  by  Diodorus’s 
informants  and  by  Ptolemy),  suggests  nevertheless  the  in- 
quiry, whether  it  is  after  all  certain  that  Ptolemy’s  work 
(supposing  always  the  lists  of  Africanus  to  be  really  his 
work)  was  not  already  extant  in  the  time  of  Diodorus.  It 
is  true  that  we  have  hitherto  followed  others  in  conjecturing 
that  Ptolemy  wrote  under  Augustus;  but  the  grounds  on 
which  this  conjecture  rests  are  very  slender.  In  the  guess 
that  he  may  be  the  Ptolemy  who  wrote  the  Life  of  Herod 


Digitized  by  Google 


640 


EGYPTIAN  CHRONICLES. 


there  is  absolutely  nothing ; the  spurious  letter  of  Manetho 
to  Ptolemy  Philadelphia,  styling  him  Augustus,  is  quoted 
by  Syncellus  from  “ the  Booh  of  Sothis,”  and  there  is  no 
proof  that  it  was  copied  into  the  Hook  of  Sothis  from  any 
earlier  work ; and,  lastly,  the  notice  attached  in  Africanus’s 
lists  to  the  name  of  Amenoph  III.  that  “he  is  the  vocal 
statue  called  Mcmnon,”  though  it  implies  some  date  later 
than  the  earthquake  of  b.c.  27  (as  has  been  shown  by 
M.  Letronne),  may  just  as  well  be  supposed  to  be  from 
Africanus  as  from  Ptolemy. 

And  in  truth,  if  Diodorus’s  number  of  475  native  reigns 
to  Nectanebo  (for  there  is  no  hint  of  native  pretenders 
between  Nectanebo  and  Alexander)  is  to  be  accounted 
for  at  all,  it  can,  seemingly,  be  accounted  for  only  by  the 
help  of  the  two  following  suppositions.  First,  we  must 
suppose  that,  though  the  475  reigns  seem  to  be  spoken  of  as 
if  the  strangers  (viz.  4 Ethiopians,  and  the  8 Persians  of 
Manetho’s  Dyn.  XXVIII)  were  simply  omitted,  this  is  not 
the  case,  but  either  they,  or  an  equal  number  of  native  con- 
temporaries, who  are  tacitly  substituted,  are  included.  And, 
secondly,  we  must  suppose  that  Diodorus  had  in  fact  through 
his  informants  some  knowledge  of  the  Greek  arrangements 
both  of  Manetho  and  of  Ptolemy  of  Mcndes,  and  that  he  al- 
ludes in  part  to  them  when  he  boasts  of  having  made  out  the 
true  contents  of  the  hieratic  records.  For  if  we  take  from  the 
hieratic  lists  and  from  Herodotus  the  number  of  331  kings 
down  to  Sesost ris-Ramescs  III.,  the  third  legitimate  king  of 
Dyn.  XIX,  and  then  add  the  64  kings  of  Manetho’s  Third 
Book  which  should  remain,  these  (which  are  all  equally  to  be 
found  in  Ptolemy’s  lists)  make  a sum  of  331+64  = 395 
kings.  But  as  Manetho  has  blended  Raineses  III.  into  one 
fabulous  personage  with  Seti  II.  the  head  of  Dyn.  XIX, 
and  Ptolemy  seems  in  this  to  have  followed  Manetho,  it  is 
probable  that  Diodorus’s  informants  also  might  identify 
Sesostris-Rameses'III.  with  the  first,  king  of  Dyn.  XIX: 
and,  if  so,  they  would  add,  in  the  way  of  continuation  after 
the  first  331  kings,  not  64  only,  but  all  the  66  names  of 
Manetho’s  Third  Book,  or  67  perhaps,  according  to  Ptolemy, 
who  adds  the  name  of  Ammeris,  making  a sum  of  398. 
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Then,  if  we  suppose  the  priests  to  have  showed  to  Diodorus 
Ptolemy’s  work,  pointing  out  to  him  the  dynasties  of  the 
original  Manctho,  allowing  him  to  make  a hasty  use  of  it, 
and  giving  some  hints  to  enable  him  to  distinguish  the  kings 
rightly  restored  by  Ptolemy  from  those  which  were  un- 
known to  the  hieratic  lists,  it  may  either  be  that  the  infor- 
mation given  was  imperfect,  or  that  Diodorus  misunderstood 
or  forgot  some  part  of  it,  and  so  arrived  at  his  sum  of  47 5 
down  to  Nectanebo,  a sum  midway  between  that  of  397 
which  he  ought  to  have  obtained  from  Ptolemy’s  lists  by 
reckoning  only  the  historical  kings,  and  that  of  551  or  552 
which  results  from  the  indiscriminate  acceptance  of  all  con- 
tained in  them.  For  Diodorus  may  have  rightly  understood 
that  the  36  kings  of  Manctho’s  Dyn.  XVI  (XIV  of  Pto- 
lemy), haring  been  reduplicated  by  Ptolemy,  were  to  be 
omitted ; and  also  that  in  the  case  of  Ptolemy’s  Dyn.  XVII 
the  43  kings  were  to  be  reckoned  once  only  (that  is,  that  the 
43  Diospolites  were  to  be  reckoned,  and  their  43  Shepherd 
colleagues  or  doubles  were  to  be  omitted).  Then,  if  he  had 
simply  taken  Ptolemy’s  sum  of  551  or  552  kings  ending 
with  Xcctanebo,  and  had  deducted  (36  + 43  = ) 79  only,  he 
would  have  had  473.  But  the  process  seems  rather  to  have 
been  this,  that  he  assumed  the  kings  of  Ptolemy’s  lists  in 
his  First  and  Second  Books  to  amount  to  331  or  330  ending 
with  the  predecessor  of  Sesostris,  or  with  Sesostris  himself, 
independently  of  his  Dynasties  VIII,  IX,  XIV,  XVI,  and 
XVII,  containing  (27  + 19  + 36  + 32  + 43  = ) 157  kings  of 
Ptolemy’s  own  fabrication,  all  of  which  Diodorus  ought  to 
have  omitted,  whereas  he  omitted  only  the  (36  + 43  = ) 79  of 
Ptolemy’s  Dynasties  XIV  and  XVII,  and  added  all  the  rest, 
being  (27  + 19  + 32  = ) 78,  to  the  331  supjtosed  to  be  the 
sum  of  the  other  dynasties.  And  so,  having  as  he  thought 
409  kings  in  Ptolemy’s  first  two  books,  and  adding  to  these 
66  kings  of  Book  III.,  he  would  bring  up  the  sum  to  475. 
But  in  truth,  if  he  had  counted,  he  would  not  have  found 
331  kings  in  those  other  dynasties  of  Ptolemy’s  first  two 
books,  which  he  supposed  to  contain  so  many,  for  these  two 
reasons,  — first,  that  1 Shepherd  of  the  hieratic  list  was  not 
distinctly  restored  by  Ptolemy ; and,  secondly,  because  the 
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hist  king  in  Book  II.  was  not  the  predecessor,  but  short  by 
two  places  of  being  the  predecessor,  of  Sesostris-liameses 
III.  Diodorus,  however,  may  be  supposed  to  have  included 
the  first  king  of  Dyn.  XIX  and  of  Book  III.  in  his  331 
(following  Herodotus  in  dropping  one  king,  and  supposing 
the  first  king  of  Dyn.  XIX  to  be  Herodotus’s  Sesostris); 
and  he  may  still  have  found  66  kings  in  Book  III.  to  add  on 
to  his  (331  + 78  = ) 409  preceding,  since  Ptolemy  adds  to 
the  66  of  Manctho’s  Third  Book  one  fresh  name,  Ammeris, 
and  may  have  had  10  names  instead  of  9 in  Dyn.  XXVI. 
And  thus  the  number  475  may  perhaps  be  accounted  for. 
But,  after  all,  this  explanation  rests  on  the  hypothesis  that 
Ptolemy’s  work,  or  at  any  rate  the  work  used  by  Africanus, 
was  already  extant  in  the  time  of  Diodorus.  If  it  were  not, 
either  the  text  is  corrupt,  and  the  true  sum  may  have  been 
375  or  385  instead  of  475  ; or  Diodorus  misunderstood  ; or 
some  unknown  scheme  was  alluded  to  which  exceeded  by 
some  70  or  80  that  number  of  kings  which  would  agree  with 
the  hieratic  lists,  but  fell  short  by  about  the  same  amount 
of  the  additions  of  Ptolemy.  This  last  alternative  is  cer- 
tainly not  probable. 

It  may  be  remarked,  however,  that  if,  after  taking  the 
number  of  331  or  330  kings  to  Sesostris  from  Herodotus, 
and  adding  64  or  66  more  as  the  continuation  needed  from 
Herodotus’s  date  for  the  death  of  Mceris  (let  us  say  B.C. 
1322)  to  Nectanebo,  it  were  then  noticed  that  Manetko  and 
others  placed  Moeris  and  Sesostris  very  much  higher,  and 
that  there  was  an  interval  between  the  hieratic  date  and 
that  of  Herodotus  for  the  death  of  Mceris  of  no  less  than 
(78  + 348  + 260+71+536  + 213  + 243+355+331  +22  = ) 
2457  years,  this  might  be  made  a pretext  by  Diodorus’s 
informants,  if  they  put  up  Mocris  from  Herodotus’s  date  and 
mado  him  at  the  same  time  carry  up  with  him  all  the  330 
kings  as  if  really  his  predecessors,  for  introducing  or  allow- 
ing from  the  additions  of  Ptolemy  at  least  as  many  fresh 
kings  as  there  were  generations  in  2457  years.  But  so 
there  might  be  added  about  74  kings,  making  with  331  and 
GO  or  67  as  many  as  471  or  472,  and  with  the  3 between 
Nectanebo  and  Alexander  475  kings.  But  Diodorus  ought 
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to  have  been  told,  and  perhaps  was  told,  that  the  331  kings 
really  reached  down  to  Herodotus’s  date  for  the  death  of 
Moeris.  And  even,  of  himself,  he  ought  to  have  seen  that 
with  his  sum  of  only  4700  years  to  Alexander  for  331 + 66  + 
3 = 400  kings,  this  number  of  kings,  who  had  already  reigns 
of  less  than  12  years  each,  could  need  no  addition. 

In  conclusion,  the  kings  of  the  hieratic  list,  and  those  of 
Herodotus,  of  Manetho,  of  Ptolemy,  and  of  Diodorus,  may 
perhaps  be  compared  together  thus  (the  asterisk  marks 
the  place  of  Sesostris-llameses  HI.): 

Fapyr.  1 +328+  1 + 1+*1+  Additions  of  Ptolemy. 

Herod. 328+  1 + 1+«1+  10  to  Scthon  Dyn.  Dyn.  Dyn.  Dyn.  Dyn. 

Man.  I +I3I+M  + 1+  1+  63  to  Noctanebo  VIII.  IX.  XIV.  XVI.  XVII. 

1’tol.  1 +32S+M  + I+  l+(f>3+l)  to  Nectanebo,  also  27  + 19  + 36  + 32  + 43  — 553 

Diod.  330+M  + 1+  1 +(63+1)  to  Nectanebo,  also  27  + 19  + 32  c=  475 

In  his  more  detailed  historical  notices  Diodorus  does  not 
profess  to  give  any  close  account  either  of  the  4700  years  or 
of  the  475  kings ; but  he  makes  a patchwork  from  Manetho 
and  Herodotus,  the  idea  of  which  was  perhaps  suggested  by 
observing  that  the  reigns  of  Manctho’s  first  six  dynasties  of 
kings,  as  they  stand,  approach  in  length  to  such  generations 
as  are  used  in  reckoning  by  Herodotus. 

Commencing,  then,  in  agreement  with  Herodotus,  and  with 
the  uniform  tradition,  he  says  that,  after  the  Gods,  the  first 
king  of  ordinary  men  who  reigned  after  the  Gods  was  Menes. 
“ Mcra  t ovs  Qeovs  r oivw  irpSttrov  (pact  ^aaikexxrai  rijs  Avyirr- 
tov  Mrivav”  (c.  xxvi.)  The  Menes  of  Diodorus,  however,  is 
not  said  to  have  turned  the  course  of  the  Nile,  nor  to  have 
founded  Memphis  with  its  temple,  its  palace,  and  its  sacred 
lake.  All  that  he  did  was  to  prescribe  the  public  forms  of 
religion,  and  to  introduce  luxury,  for  which  latter  demerit 
he  incurred  ages  afterwards  the  curse  of  Tnephacthus  or 
Technatis,  father  of  the  sage  Bocchoris. 

After  Menes  he  reckons  “ 52  successors  of  Menes,  his 
descendants,  who  reigned  during  a space  of  more  than  1400 
years.”  These  53  kings  (Menes  being  included)  answer  to 
the  49  kings  of  Manctho’s  (and  Ptolemy’s)  first  six  dynasties 
of  Lower  Egypt ; and  the  addition  of  four  to  Manctho’s 
forty-nine  may  be  accounted  for  by  supposing  that  Dio- 
dorus’s informants,  after  showing  him  (and  probably  in 
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Ptolemy's  lists)  Manctho’s  first  six  dynasties  of  kings,  re- 
marked, on  coming  to  the  end  of  the  sixth,  that  there  were 
here  in  the  hieratic  list  four  more  kings  whom  Manctho 
had  omitted.  Hence,  without  restoring  any  of  the  other  36 
whom  Manctho  had  equally  omitted  from  the  five  preceding 
dynasties,  Diodorus  restored  these  four,  and  made  to  his 
first  pause  53  instead  of  49  kings.  The  number  of  years, 
“ above  1400,”  stated  for  them,  no  less  than  the  addition  of 
four  kings  omitted  by  Manctho,  shows  that  his  informants 
were  not  simply  following  Manctho,  but  were  referring  for 
part  at  least  of  what  they  said  to  the  hieratic  list.  For 
with  Manctho  the  first  49  kings  have  1491  years,  which 
might  have  been  called  “ nearly  1500,”  but  not  with  any 
propriety  “ above  1400.”  But  if  Manetlio’s  first  addition,  of 
63  years  to  the  reigns  of  Mcncs  and  Athothis,  were  omitted, 
the  remaining  sum  of  (1491—63  = ) 1428  would  answer 
very  well  to  Diodorus’s  expressions ; though  even  this  was 
not  the  true  hieratic  sura,  but  a mixed  sum  still  containing 
some  of  Manetho’s  additions. 

The  notice  that  “ none  of  these  first  53  kings  did  anything 
very  memorable  ” is  taken  from  Herodotus,  and  belongs  with 
him  to  all  the  331  or  330  predecessors  of  Sesostris  except 
the  last  of  them,  Mooris.  And  it  is  to  be  observed  that  Dio- 
dorus’s first  53  kings  are  all  Manctho’s  kings  down  to  Moeris, 
who  though  unnamed  is  in  truth  the  47th;  with  a continua- 
tion of  six  successors  whom  his  informants  added  in  order  to 
complete  that  dynasty,  and  to  pause  together  with  Manctho 
at  the  end  of  his  six  dynasties  of  Lower  Egypt.  And  if,  in- 
stead of  passing  with  Herodotus  from  the  person  of  Moeris  to 
that  of  Sesostris,  that  is  to  Sesortasen  I.,  the  earliest  Scsos- 
tris,  which  is  the  true  chronological  succession  (at  least  for 
the  sovereignty  of  all  Egypt),  they  had  added  as  an  appen- 
dage to  Mccris  his  G successors,  and  had  then  passed  to  Sesor- 
tasen I.,  this  king  as  Sesostris  would  have  been  presented  as 
if  he  were  the  seventh,  instead  of  the  first,  successor  of  Moeris. 

After  the  first  53,  Diodorus  gives  a number  of  (9  + 8 
+ 13=)  30  kings  who  arc  entirely  unhistorical,  being  mere 
doubles,  with  or  without  names,  of  some  of  those  kings  who 
have  been  already  enumerated  from  Manctho.  And  notices 
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are  interspersed  of  such  a kind  as  to  show  only  the  in- 
feriority and  the  impudence  of  Diodorus’s  informants,  and 
liis  own  want  of  discernment  in  writing  down  the  worthless 
fables  put  off  upon  him.  The  only  hints  which  enable  one 
to  divine  the  origin  of  these  fictitious  kings  are  to  be  found 
in  the  numbers  by  which  they  are  strung  together  in  groups, 
or  as  it  were  dynasties,  and  in  the  name  of  the  last  of  them 
all,  which  is  Mceris.  “ Msxd  Ss  ravra,  KaracrraOevros  /3a- 
c n\sws  Bovatpi&os  Kal  twv  tovtov  i/cyovasv  oktw,  tov  reXsv- 
ratov,  6fJ.wvvfj.ov  ovra  tw  vpwrw,  (jjacn  xrrLaai  0;;/3ar.”  k.  t.  X. 
That  is,  “after  Menes  and  his  52  descendants,  Busiris  having 
been  made  king  was  succeeded  by  eight  of  his  descendants,  of 
whom  thelast(the  ninth,  that  is),  Busiris  II.,  founded  Thebes." 

These  nine  (if  we  reckon  30  places  either  downwards  so  as 
to  end  with  Mceris,  or  upwards  from  Mceris,  the  fourth  king 
of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XIII),  appear  to  be  doubles  of  the  ix 
earliest  Memphites  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  X (III  of  Ptolemy). 
As  regards  the  name  Busiris,  it  is  merely  Osiris  with  the 
article  prefixed.  Diodorus  has  already  related  in  his  my- 
thological notices  how  the  terrestrial  god  Osiris  (who  in 
one  of  his  aspects  is  the  first  man,  either  absolutely,  or  from 
the  time  of  the  Flood)  founded  Thebes  with  its  temples, 
Thebes  being  the  most  ancient  of  all  cities  and  its  inha- 
bitants the  most  ancient  of  all  men.  And  when  he 
started  on  his  expedition  Osiris  left  a double  of  himself, 
named  Busiris,  to  guard  the  Syrian  frontier.  “ But  others,” 
Diodorus  in  the  place  referred  to  added,  “ said  that  Thebes 
was  founded  by  a king  much  later.”  The  king  thus  alluded 
to  has  now  appeared  as  Busiris  II.,  -who  is  really  the  double 
of  the  9th  and  last  king  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  X (III  of 
Ptolemy).  In  what  capitals  meantime  the  eight  predecessors 
of  Busiris  II.  have  been  reigning,  to  say  nothing  of  the  53 
earlier  kings  answering  to  the  49  of  Manetho’s  first  six 
dynasties  of  Lower  Egypt,  it  would  be  indiscreet  to  ask. 
Perhaps,  like  the  Chaldtean  Oannes,  they  lived  all  with 
their  mother  the  goddess  Ileki  under  water,  “ the  Delta 
being  not  yet  formed.”  The  city  of  Thebes,  when  founded, 
was  140  stades  about.  The  hundred  gates  mentioned  by 
Homer  were  the  numerous  propyltca  and  pylons  of  its 
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temples ; and  its  20,000  chariots  went  out  not  from  those 
hundred  gates,  but  from  100  barracks  maintained  at  in- 
tervals on  the  road  down  the  banks  of  the  river  between 
Thebes  and  Memphis.  These  explanations  are  reasonable. 
But  the  assertion  that  Busiris  founded  the  four  great 
temples  of  Thebes  and  set  up  obelisks  there  is  another  thing. 
His  filling  the  city  with  private  houses  of  four  and  five 
stories,  shows  only  that  he  knew  how  to  cap  by  antici- 
pation the  three  and  four-storied  houses  of  Babylon  in 
Herodotus.  Diodorus’s  assertion  that  the  priests  reckoned 
from  their  books  that  there  ought  to  be  at  Thebes  47  tombs 
of  kings,  though  only  17  were  still  known  in  the  time  of 
Ptolemy  Lagi  and  Hecatseus  of  Abdera,  is  worthy  of  atten- 
tion, though  it  may  be  difficult  to  make  out  exactly  which 
were  the  47  kings  intended.  If  one  thinks  only  of  the 
three  great  Theban  Dynasties,  XVIII,  XIX,  and  XX, 
and  calculates  the  number  of  tombs  to  be  expected  for  them 
from  Manetho’s  lists  helped  out  by  the  monuments  and  by 
the  tombs  known  at  this  day,  these  would  indicate  about 
(15  + 9 + 12=)  36  tombs.  But  it  is  known  that  the  earlier 
Diospolites  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XIV  (XI  of  Ptolemy)  were 
also  buried  at  Thebes,  though  in  tombs  of  a much  simpler 
kind.  And  if  each  of  Manetho’s  xvi  kings  of  this  dynasty 
had  a tomb  to  himself,  the  tombs  of  kings  at  Thebes  might 
have  amounted  to  36  + 16  = 52,  which  axe  five  more  than 
the  47  mentioned  to  Diodorus.  But  perhaps  in  some  cases 
more  kings  than  one  were  buried  in  the  same  tomb;  and 
some  kings  may  have  appropriated  tombs  made  by  others ; 
and  some  may  have  died  without  having  had  time  to  prepare 
themselves  a tomb.  At  the  present  day  more  tombs  than  17 
are  known ; and  one  or  two  of  those  known  (as  that  of  Seti  I. 
discovered  by  Belzoni)  show  no  traces  of  having  been 
visited  by  Greeks.  The  name  “ Tomb  of  Osymandyas  ” 
given  by  Diodorus  to  the  Itamesseum  of  Raineses  II.  is 
perhaps  explainable  by  putting  together  these  two  facts;  first, 
that  the  great  palace-temples  on  the  west  bank  were  cer- 
tainly connected  in  some  way  with  the  tombs  of  the  kings 
behind  the  neighbouring  mountain  of  the  Assassif,  and  with 
funeral  ceremonies  and  anniversaries;  and,  secondly,  that 
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among  the  numerous  sons  of  Rameses  II.  known  from 
the  monuments  there  is  one,  the  last  of  23  in  the  Ramesscnm , 
named  Osymandyas  ( Si-mentu ).  It  is  possible  therefore  that 
the  building  or  dedication  of  the  Ramesscum  was  connected 
by  tradition  with  the  obsequies  of  this  prince. 

In  connection  with  his  parenthetical  description  of  Thebes 
(partly  taken  from  Hecatseus  of  Abdera),  and  especially  of 
the  Ramesseum,  with  its  “Library,”  Diodorus  has  a re- 
markable passage  concerning  the  Egyptian  month  and  year, 
in  which  he  shows  more  exact  information  than  appears  in 
the  parallel  passage  of  Herodotus : “ Their  months  and 

years  are,”  he  says,  “peculiar;  being  not  lunar  but  solar, 
30  days  going  to  each  month  : and  after  the  12th  month  they 
add  five  days  and  a quarter meaning,  that  they  take 
account  of  the  quarter  (which  makes  a day  in  every  quadri- 
ennium  or  “square  year”)  and  add  it  in  the  1461st  and  last 
year  of  the  Sothic  Cycle.  “ Tar  yap  y fit  pas  oinc  dyovai 
Kara  rijv  (re\qinjv  aXKxt  Kara  rov  fjkiov,  rpuiKovdijpspovs  pkv 
rtOepsvoi  roiis  pijias,  rrevre  8’  i/pspas  koi  rsraprov  rots  owoiKa 
pqoiv  err  ay  oval,  sal  rovrep  no  r porno  rov  eviavaiov  kvkXov 
dvarr^povenv.'"  But  with  his  kings  he  goes  on  thus  : — 

“ Tali'  8s  rourov  rov  ftaaiXetos  urroyovaiv  07800s,  6 thro  rov 
rrarpos  irpoaayopsvopsvos  Ov'xppevs,  sxricrs  rroXtv  M s/ufnv.” 
“ The  eighth  descendant  of  this  king  (that  should  be  of 
Busins  II.  who  founded  Thebes),  viz.  Uchoreus  II.,  so 
named  after  his  father  Uchoreus  I.,  founded  the  city  of 
Memphis,  damming  olf  the  Nile,  making  the  sacred  lake, 
and  building  a palace,  not  equal,  however,  to  the  buildings 
of  his  predecessors  at  Thebes  ” (in  fact  doing  all  that  Hero- 
dotus ascribes  to  Menes).  “ And  so  happily  did  he  discern 
and  turn  to  account  the  advantages  of  that  site,  that  the 
kings  who  reigned  after  him,  nearly  all,  deserting  Thebes 
made  Memphis  their  capital  and  their  residence.  And  they 
so  adorned  it,  that  it  came  to  be  generally  reckoned  the 
first,  or  at  least  the  second,  city  in  the  universe”  (that  is, 
second  only  to  Thebes).  One  understands  that  the  viii 
fictitious  kings  ending  with  Uchoreus  II.  arc  the  doubles  of 
the  viii  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XI  (IV  of  Ptolemy)  as  the  pre- 
ceding ix  were  the  doubles  of  the  ix  of  his  Dyn.  X (III  of 
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Ptolemy).  And,  if  Memphis  was  to  be  founded  later  and 
Thebes  earlier,  there  is  a sort  of  symmetry  in  making 
Uchoreus  II.  the  last  king  of  this  second  group  of  doubles 
found  it,  as  Busiris  II.  the  last  king  of  the  first  group  had 
founded  Thebes.  The  hint  too  that  Memphis  was  Becond 
only  to  Thebes  is  consistent  But  the  remark  that  after 
this  foundation  of  Memphis  nearly  all  the  following  kings 
deserted  Thebes  for  it  and  made  Memphis  their  capital  is  a 
falsehood  destitute  even  of  poetical  propriety,  seeing  that 
Diodorus’s  informants  arc  Thebans,  and  show  in  most  of 
their  falsehoods  their  Theban  partialities.  It  is  the  same 
thing  as  to  admit  that  the  exclusively  Memphite  view  of 
Herodotus,  a view  which  ignored  all  the  great  Theban  dy- 
nasties, was  correct,  with  this  limitation  only,  that  Thebes 
was  founded  first,  and  was  the  capital  during  eight  reigns, 
until  supplanted  by  the  foundation  of  Memphis.  “ Some 
say  that  by  the  daughter  of  Uchoreus  II.  the  founder  of 
Memphis  the  Nile-god  begat  ASgyptus,  who  succeeded  him, 
and  from  whom  Egypt  was  named.  The  name  itself 
Uchoreus,  or  as  it  seems  to  be  written  elsewhere  Nenchoreus, 
is  perhaps  taken  from  a Diospolite  king  really  of  note  on  the 
Theban  monuments,  Neb-hher-re. 

“ AiaSe^apevov  yap  tovtov  ysvsadai  ftaaiXea,”  k.  t.  X. 
“ Mera  Si  t ov  TTposipripJvov  fiaaikia  ScoSs/ca  ysveais  vtrrspov 
SiaSe^dpevoi  tt)v  tear'  Atytrcrrov  yyspovlav  M olpis,”  k.  t.  X. 
That  is,  “ fiEyyptus  succeeded  his  father,  the  founder  of 
Memphis : and  the  twelfth  from  iEgyptus  was  Mceris,  who 
built  ” (here  he  copies  from  Herodotus)  “ the  north  pro- 
pykea  to  the  temple  of  Phthah ; and  at  a distance  of  10 
schocni  above  Memphis  made  a lake  3600  stadcs  in  circuit, 
and  in  most  parts  50  orguise  deep,  with  a canal,  still  named 
after  him,  connecting  it  with  the  Nile.  And  in  digging  this 
lake  he  left  in  the  midst  of  it  a space  on  which  he  built 
himself  a tomb,  and  two  pyramids  a stade  in  height  ” (so 
correcting  the  story  told  to  Herodotus  that  there  was  as 
much  of  their  height  under  the  water  as  above).  Of  the 
thirteen  kings  here  mentioned  together  the  first  nine,  with 
zEgyptus  at  their  head,  are  doubles  of  the  ix  kings  of  Ma- 
netho’s  Dyn.  XII  (V  of  Ptolemy)  called  Elephantinite. 
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The  next  three  are  doubles  of  the  first  three  kings  of  Ma- 
netho’s  Dyn.  XIII  (VI  of  Ptolemy) ; and  the  last,  the 
thirteenth,  is  proclaimed  by  his  name  as  well  as  by  his  place 
to  be  the  double  of  Papa  Alaire,  the  true  Mccris  of  Hero- 
dotus : his  double  only  (although  all  that  Herodotus  relates 
of  Mocris  is  given  to  him),  because  Moeris  himself  has  al- 
ready been  reckoned  before,  though  unnamed ; in  like 
manner  as  Cheops  also,  and  Cephren,  and  Mycerinus,  whose 
doubles  will  be  introduced  lower  down,  have  already  been 
reckoned,  though  unnamed,  as  the  28th,  29th,  and  30th 
kings  of  the  52  successors  of  Menes. 

“ 'S.sawaxnv  Se  <f>aarii>  varepov  bnd  yeveals  fiacnAsa  ysvops- 
vovf  k.  r.  A.  “Sesoosis”  is  the  name  which  Diodorus  gives 
to  his  Sesostris,  the  mixed  particulars  of  whose  history  are 
strain  taken  from  Herodotus,  with  some  additional  stories  of 
his  education  derived  from  the  Ci/ropadia  of  Xenophon,  and 
concerning  his  conquests  in  and  beyond  India  to  the  ocean 
eastwards,  and  to  the  banks  of  the  Don  northwards,  that  he 
may  not  in  any  way  be  surpassed  by  Alexander.  “ About 
him,”  Diodorus  says,  alluding  no  doubt  to  the  difference 
between  Manetho  and  Herodotus,  accounts  differ  greatly. 
“ Not  only  Greek  writers,  but  the  Egyptian  priests  and 
hymnographers  themselves  are  at  variance.”  But  before 
continuing  we  must  look  back  to  see  how  Diodorus  has 
arrived  at  this  point,  and  what  point  in  fact  in  Manetho’s 
lists  it  is.  Herodotus,  it  will  be  remembered,  made  Moeris 
the  immediate  predecessor  of  Sesostris.  But  Diodorus  has 
both  in  his  first  53  kings  tacitly  reckoned  six  successors  of 
the  same  dynasty  with  Moeris  after  him,  without  having  yet 
come  to  any  Sesostris,  and  now  again  after  his  second  series 
consisting  of  30  doubles,  in  which  Mocris  is  named  as  the  last 
king,  “ six  more  generations  ” are  made  to  intervene  be- 
fore the  introduction  of  Sesostris  or  Sesoosis  as  the 
“ seventh  from  Moeris.”  These  six  generations  may  be  ac- 
counted for.  For  having  doubled  the  first  four  names  of 
Manetho’s  Dyn.  XIII  (VI  of  Ptolemy)  as  well  as  the 
twenty-six  (9  + 8 + 9)  of  his  three  dynasties  preceding, 
Diodorus  wants  two  more  after  his  Moeris  to  complete  his 
six  doubles  corresponding  to  the  vi  kings  of  Manetho’s 
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Dyn.  XIII.  And  if  we  consider  that  Manetho  identifies 
with  the  Sesostris  of  Herodotus  the  fifth  king  of  his  own 
Dyn.  XV  (XII  of  Ptolemy),  viz.  Sesortascn  III.  (though 
he  stands  apparently  as  the  third),  and  if  from  the  dynasty 
of  Mocris,  without  noticing  Manctho’s  Dyn.  XIV  (XI  of 
Ptolemy)  we  pass  nt  once  to  that  of  Sesostris,  its  first  five 
reigns  will  complete  the  seven  generations  of  Diodorus. 
And  supposing  only  Sesortascn  III.,  the  Sesostris  of  Ma- 
netho,  to  be  reckoned  in  his  true  order,  after  instead  of 
before  Sesortascn  II.,  Diodorus  has  reached  the  Sesostris 
of  Manetho  with  a surplus  of  (9  + 8 + 9 + 6=)  32  abstract 
generations ; or,  if  1 6 of  these  be  allowed  to  parallel  Ma- 
netho’s Dyn.  XIV  (XI  of  Ptolemy)  which  has  been  passed 
over  unnoticed,  with  a surplus  of  16  nbs'tract  generations, 
which  are  as  yet  in  truth  unplaced  (for  as  doubles  they 
belong  only  to  places  preoccupied),  and  which  will  be 
available  for  covering  any  space  which  may  be  left  otherwise 
uncovered  between  Manetho’s  Sesostris  of  his  Dyn.  XV 
(XII  of  Ptolemy),  and  Herodotus’s  Sesostris  of  Manctho’s 
Dyn.  XIX. 

The  name  Sesoosis  is  probably  identical  with  the  Sfftur  of 
Manetho  and  with  the  monumental  Seti  or  Sctai,  belonging 
properly  to  the  father  of  Rameses  II.  It  belongs  also  to 
the  head  of  Dyn.  XIX,  whom  Manetho  confuses  both  with 
Rameses  II.  and  with  Rameses  III.  The  gigantic  stature 
of  four  cubits  and  four  fingers  given  by  Diodorus  to  his 
Sesoosis  (i.  e.  to  the  sculptured  effigies  of  Rameses,  whether 
in  Egypt  or  in  conquered  countries),  being  no  adjunct  of  the 
Sesostris  of  Herodotus,  but  being  taken  from  Manetho,  at 
once  identifies  him  with  Manetho’s  adaptation  of  the  Hcro- 
dotean  Sesostris  to  Sesortasen  III. ; and  shows  (if  anything 
were  needed  to  show)  that  Diodorus  really  knew  and  used 
Manetho’s  or  Ptolemy’s  lists,  though  without  distinctly 
alluding  to  them.  In  ascribing  to  his  Sesoosis- Sesostris 
(who  in  this  respect  is  not  any  Seti  or  Rameses  but  the 
older  Sesostris,  whether  Sesortasen  I.  or  III.)  the  subdivi- 
sion of  Egypt  into  a fixed  number  of  Nomes  Diodorus 
follows  other  authors.  But  the  number  of  “ 36  Nomcs  ” 
which  he  specifies,  is  merely  that  of  his  own  time.  The 
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statement  that  Sesoosis-Sesostris  founded  in  all  the  chief 
cities  a temple  to  the  local  god,  may  very  possibly  be  true 
of  Sesortasen  I.,  since  the  foundation  of  the  earliest  temples 
known  in  Tanis,  at  Heliopolis,  in  the  Fayoum,  and  at 
Thebes,  is  traced  to  that  king.  The  mounds,  the  canals, 
the  land-surveying,  the  reservation  of  the  fifth  part  of  the 
produce  to  the  king,  and  other  legislation,  belong  probably 
to  the  time  of  Sesortasen  III. ; at  any  rate  to  some  time 
vastly  older  than  that  of  the  Sesostris  of  Herodotus.  In 
making  Sesoosis  begin  his  conquests  by  invading  Ethiopia 
Diodorus  virtually  identifies  him  (like  Herodotus)  not  with 
Manetho’s  Sesostris,  Sesortasen  III.  (who  did  not  invade 
but  already  possessed  the  greater  part  of  Ethiopia),  nor  with 
either  Seti  I.  or  Rameses  II.  or  III.,  but  with  Sesortasen  I., 
the  first  Egyptian  conqueror,  and  the  first  invader  and  con- 
queror of  Nubia.  The  huge  barge  of  cedar  gilt,  200  cubits 
long,  constructed  according  to  Diodorus  by  Sesoosis  for  Am- 
mon, is  probably  the  same  which  is  still  seen  represented 
on  the  walls  of  the  temple  at  Karnak  among  the  sculptures 
of  Seti  I.  and  his  son  Rameses  II.  And  the  enumeration 
said  to  have  been  made  at  the  Ramesseum  in  liieroglyphics 
of  the  king’s  forces  amounting  to  400,000  foot  and  20,000 
cavalry,  and  of  his  revenues  amounting  to  32,000,000  silver 
mina;,  remind  one  of  that  similar  statement  of  the  forces  and 
revenues,  “ equal  to  those  of  either  the  Roman  or  the  Par- 
thian empires,”  of  the  great  conqueror  “Rameses,”  which 
is  said  by  Tacitus  (Ann.  ii.  60.)  to  have  been  translated  from 
the  monuments  for  the  information  of  Germanieus.  In  both 
authors  too  the  Egyptian  king  is  said  to  have  warred  with 
the  Bactrians  (Pa-kliita,  i.  e.  Ilittites).  Of  other  details 
copied  by  Diodorus  either  directly  from  Herodotus,  or  in- 
directly, through  Manetho,  the  stelae  set  up  in  Phoenicia 
and  elsewhere,  the  obelisks,  the  colossi  at  Memphis,  the 
treachery  of  the  brother,  and  the  escape  of  Sesoosis  and  his 
wife  by  the  favour  of  Phthah  the  god  of  fire  (without  having 
made  a bridge  of  the  bodies  of  any  of  their  sons),  are  to  be 
referred  to  the  time  of  Seti  I.  and  Rameses  II.  But  the 
fleet  on  both  seas,  taken  only  from  Herodotus  (for  Manetho 
has  disjoined  the  fleet  from  the  name  of  Sesostris,  and  con- 
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nccta  it  with  “ Sethos-Rameses,”  not  so  very  much  above  the 
true  date),  and  the  reign  of  “ above  33  years  ” belong  only 
to  Rameses  III.  One  circumstance  added  by  Diodorus  is 
peculiar,  namely,  that  not  only  the  son  of  Sesostris  (sis 
Herodotus  also  had  related  before  him),  but  Sesostris  himself 
also  is  made  to  lose  his  sight.  And  this  statement,  whence- 
soever obtained,  deserves  attention.  For  though,  if  it  be 
understood  of  Rameses  II.  (who  reigned  66  years,  and  out- 
lived many  of  his  children)  there  would  be  nothing  in  it 
remarkable,  it  may  possibly  in  connection  with  the  name 
Sesoosis  help  somewhat  towards  explaining  how  Seti  I., 
whose  victories  “ over  the  revolted  Bactrians  ” were  only 
shared  by  his  son,  who  is  immortalised  together  with  his  son 
by  their  joint  monuments,  and  whose  magnificent  tomb  must 
have  cost  many  years  of  preparation,  nevertheless  disappears 
after  his  first  year  from  the  monuments  as  if  he  were  dead ; 
has  a reign  in  the  lists  of  only  1 year  and  4 months ; and  is 
often  blended  confusedly  into  one  person  with  his  son,  as  in 
this  very  narrative  of  Diodorus.  But  all  becomes  intelligible 
if  it  be  historically  true  that  this  great  king  did  in  fact  lose 
his  sight,  perhaps  through  some  casualty  in  war,  within  two 
years  after  his  accession,  and  so  was  incapacitated  for 
reigning  personally,  though  lie  may  have  lived  on,  and  may 
have  inspired  the  counsels  of  his  son. 

Diodorus’s  story  respecting  the  foundation  of  Babylon  in 
Egypt  attracts  attention  both  for  the  interest  attaching  in 
later  history  to  the  place  itself,  and  also  on  account  of  the 
historical  obscurity  of  its  origin.  He  writes  that  among  the 
multitudes  of  Asiatic  captives  brought  into  Egypt  by 
Sesoosis  (who  here  means  Rameses  II.),  and  compelled  to 
labour  on  his  great  works,  there  were  some  Babylonians, 
who  were  driven  by  the  hardships  they  endured  to  mutiny. 
So  having  banded  together  and  seized  a position  which 
effered  them  some  advantage,  they  held  out  so  obstinately 
that  at  length  they  were  allowed  to  found  a town  for  them- 
selves, where  they  lived  not  as  slaves  but  as  free  subjects. 
Ctcsias  indeed,  he  admits,  had  another  story,  viz.  that  the 
Egyptian  Babylon  was  founded  by  the  Babylonians  when 
they  had  conquered  Egypt  under  Scmiramis.  Aud  this  is 
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probably  much  nearer  to  the  truth.  Only,  we  must  not 
think  of  Semiramis,  whose  conquest  is  a fable  of  the  Asiatics, 
intended  as  a set-off  against  the  early  Egyptian  conquests  in 
Asia,  and  irreconcilable  with  the  monumental  history  of 
Egypt  For  the  date  of  Ninus  and  Semiramis,  if  one 
reckons  up  520  or  525  years  from  the  revolt  of  Media, 
putting  that  at  B.c.  747,  would  be  about  B.C.  1272.  And 
though  Nineveh  itself  may  possibly  about  that  time  have 
become  independent  under  Ninus,  the  stele  of  the  Imperial 
Library  at  Paris  (see  above,  p.  235,  &c.)  shows  that  a 
century  later  the  Ramessid  kings  still  retained  some  supre- 
macy over  the  neighbouring  countries.  And  even  in  the  time 
of  I/er-Hor-Siamon  (p.  237)  tributes  from  “ all  the  lands 
of  the  Jlotennou  ” (Chaldennou)  were  still  brought  into 
Egypt.  But  if,  instead  of  Semiramis,  we  understand  Nebu- 
chadnezzar, there  will  be  nothing  improbable  in  the  state- 
ment that  he  left  behind  him  in  Egypt  a fortress  garrisoned 
by  Babylonians  just  opposite  to  Memphis.  (The  site  adjoins 
that  of  Old  Cairo  and  of  “ Fostat"  founded  where  the 
“ Tent"  of  Amrou  had  been  pitched  over  against  Babylon). 
On  the  overthrow  of  the  Babylonian  empire  by  Cyrus  the 
Egyptian  Babylon,  together  with  Egypt  itself,  became  subject 
to  Persia : but  a hint  of  the  nature  of  its  origin  may  be 
traced  perhaps  even  in  Homan  times  under  the  fact  that  the 
Romans  made  it  one  of  their  military  stations,  and  that  the 
great  road,  provided  with  wells  at  short  intervals,  connecting 
Gaza  and  the  sea-coast  of  Palestine  with  Egypt  ran  by  way 
of  Heliopolis  to  Babylon.  Hence  it  is  that  tradition  names 
Heliopolis  and  Babylon  as  the  places  through  which  the 
Holy  Family  passed,  and  in  which  they  abode  when  they 
took  refuge  in  Egypt ; and  hence  it  is  intelligible  that  St. 
Peter  (according  to  the  local  tradition  of  the  Copts)  should 
date  one  of  his  Epistles  from  that  Babylon  which  was  a 
double  type  both  by  its  name  and  by  its  locality. 

He  alludes  in  lib.  i.,  but  like  Herodotus  only  incidentally,  to 
the  fact  that  “ the  Jews  who  inhabit  the  country  between 
Arabia  and  Syria  and  practise  circumcision  had  gone  forth 
from  Egypt:”  “to  twv  ’IovSauov  yews  ava  plaov  \\  pa/3  las  Kai 
—vplas  ohciaai  rivas  op/tijdsvras  Trap'  lav Ttov,"  k.  t.  X.  And 
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as  the  topic  on  which  his  informants  were  speaking  was  that 
of  Egyptian  colonisation,  the  Exodus  of  the  Hebrews  was 
mentioned  in  order  after  the  flight  of  Danaus  and  the  settle- 
ment in  Colchis,  as  if  these  three  events  might  all  be  re- 
ferred to  the  reign  of  Sesostris-Sesoosis  (meaning  Ramcscs 
II.),  whether  that  were  put  down  with  Herodotus  to  the 
time  of  Raineses  III.,  or  put  up  with  Manetho  to  the  time 
of  Sesortasen  III.  And  Diodorus’s  scheme  was  elastic 
enough  for  either  view.  In  two  other  passages,  fragments 
of  lib.  xxxiv.  and  xl.,  Diodorus  plainly  follows  the  same 
fable  respecting  the  Jews  which  has  been  extracted  in  its 
original  form  from  Manetho  by  Josephus.  In  the  first  he 
writes  that  “when  Antiochus  (in  Olymp.  161  /S')  was  be- 
sieging  Jerusalem,  most  of  his  friends  urged  him  to  grant  no 
terms,  as  the  Jews  were  on  principle  the  enemies  of  all 
mankind,  and  had  no  claim  to  favour,  telling  him  also  of 
their  ancestors,  how,  as  impious  wretches  and  hateful  to  the 
gods,  they  had  been  expelled  from  all  Egypt.  For,  in  order 
to  make  expiation  and  to  purify  the  country,  all  who  had 
sores  or  leprosies  were  collected  together  and  driven  beyond 
the  frontier.  And  these  outcasts  having  taken  possession 
of  the  parts  about  Jerusalem,  and  formed  there  the  nation 
of  the  Jews,  bequeathed  to  their  descendants  in  revenge  a 
spirit  of  universal  misanthropy.  Antiochus  Epiphanes,  they 
added,  having  entered  their  sanctuary,  found  there  the  stone 
statue  of  a bearded  man  seated  on  an  ass,  and  holding  a book 
in  his  hand.  This  he  supposed  to  be  Moses,  the  founder  of 
Jerusalem,  who  had  first  made  that  nation  and  given  it  its 
misanthropical  laws.”  And  again  in  lib.  xl.  (Olymp.  179 
0),  before  entering  upon  Pompey’s  war  with  the  Jews,  he 
gives  a more  detailed  account  of  their  origin : “ In  old 
time,”  he  writes,  “ there  was  in  Egypt  a great  plague,  which 
the  people  ascribed  to  the  displeasure  of  the  gods.  For 
there  were  then  settled  among  them  a vast  multitude  of  all 
sorts  of  strangers  following  customs  in  respect  of  worship  and 
sacrifices  opposed  to  those  of  the  Egyptians ; so  that  their 
ancestral  worship  of  the  gods  was  dishonoured  and  brought 
low  (xara\l\va-0ai).  Wherefore  the  natives  thought  that, 
unless  they  cast  out  the  strangers,  they  should  obtain  no  re- 
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mission  of  their  plagues.  So  the  strangers  having  been 
forthwith  cast  out,  the  most  distinguished  and  energetic  of 
them  found  their  way  to  Greece,  and  to  some  other  countries, 
under  leaders  of  note,  of  whom  the  most  eminent  were 
Danaus  and  Cadmus.  But  the  great  multitude  were  driven 
out  into  the  country  now  called  J ud;ea,  which  is  not  far 
from  Egypt,  and  which  at  that  time  was  totally  uninhabited. 
And  this  colony  was  led  by  Moses,  a man  of  eminence  for 
prudence  and  valour.  He,  having  taken  possession  of  the 
country,  founded  in  it  both  other  cities,  and  the  capital 
called  Jerusalem,  with  its  temple  which  they  so  much 
venerate.  lie  also  instituted  their  worship  and  ceremonies, 
and  gave  them  their  laws  and  polity,”  &c.  And  here  Dio- 
dorus relates  with  accuracy  that  Moses  taught  them  “ to 
■worship  only  one  God,  and  to  make  no  image.”  Those 
Egyptian  fables  connecting  the  Jewish  worship  with  an  ass, 
traces  of  which  appear  in  Diodorus’s  story  of  Antiochua 
Epiphanes,  are  explained  by  considering  that  the  ass  was  the 
hieroglyphical  sign  for  Soutech  orTyphon,the  local  god  of  the 
Sethroitic  Nome,  who  was  worshipped  there  by  the  Shepherd 
kings  to  the  exclusion  of  all  others ; so  that  in  later  times 
he  was  regarded  by  the  Egyptians  as  the  special  god  of  the 
Asiatic  strangers,  and  as  the  evil  or  malignant  deity  for  them- 
selves. And,  further,  the  Egyptian  name  for  the  ass,  Iao,  de- 
rived plainly  like  many  other  names  from  the  voice  of  the 
animal  itself,  is  the  very  same  word  Tutu  which  the  Greeks 
sometimes  write,  having  heard  it  from  the  Syrians,  as  the 
name  of  the  God  of  the  Hebrews,  and  the  sense  of  which 
was  understood  by  the  Jews  when  Christ  took  it  to  himself, 
according  to  its  Hebrew  etymology,  'O  "flu,  or  ’£70*  Et/u. 

The  error  of  Herodotus  in  putting  down  some  details 
belonging  to  Scsortasen  I.  or  III.  far  too  low,  and  fixing 
them  together  with  what  belonged  to  Ramcses  II.  and  III.  to 
the  time  of  Raineses  III.,  was  owing  in  part  to  the  inten- 
tional misrepresentations  of  the  Memphite  priests,  and  in 
part,  perhaps,  to  some  unavoidable  misconception  and  con- 
fusion of  his  own.  But  the  contrary  error  of  Manetho  in 
carrying  up  to  an  earlier  Sesostris  of  his  own  Dyn.  XV 
(XII  of  Ptolemy)  those  other  details  which  Herodotus  had 
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rightly  connected  with  one  much  later,  and  that  too  in 
woids  plainly  borrowed  from  Herodotus  himself,  was  an 
impudent  imposture.  Diodorus  by  the  help  of  his  inform- 
ants has  made  such  a harmony  as  retains  all  the  confusion 
and  nearly  all  the  errors  of  both  Herodotus  and  Manetho, 
though  he  could  not  avoid  showing,  by  the  very  attempt  to 
join  together  the  two  accounts,  that  the  Sesostris  both  of 
Manetho  and  of  Herodotus  must  be  a compound  and  fabulous 
person.  But  the  Egyptians,  without  being  servile  imitators, — 
for  each  of  them  in  turn  wished  to  exercise  his  own  in- 
genuity,— scemtohavc  made  a point  of  never  wholly  rejecting 
the  fables  or  exposing  the  artifices  of  their  predecessors. 

Sesoosis-Sesostris  was  succeeded,  according  to  Diodorus, 
by  his  son  & 'esoosis  II.,  who  corresponds  as  a generation  or 
nbstract  reign  (when  Sesoosis  I.  is  identified,  as  in  Ma- 
netho’s  lists,  with  Scsortasen  III.)  to  Amenemhe  III.,  or  it 
may  be  to  Amenemhe  IV.,  since  these  two  kings,  like 
Scsortasen  II.  and  III.,  reigned  for  some  time  together,  and 
one  or  other  of  them  may  be  omitted  or  transposed.  The 
particulars,  however,  related  of  his  blindness  and  recovery, 
being  the  same  as  belong  to  Phcron  the  son  and  successor  of 
Sesostris  in  Herodotus,  are  connected  by  his  obelisks  with 
the  times  of  Herodotus’s  rather  than  Manetho’s  Sesostris. 
Indeed  the  elder  Pliny,  after  ascribing  the  Flaminian 
obelisk  (of  Seti  I.  and  Raineses  II.)  to  “ Sotliis,”  “ Sethosis,” 
or  “ Sesosis,”  shows  that  under  this  name  he  alludes  to 
Ilameses  II.,  as  if  one  with  his  father  and  also  with  the 
Sesostris  of  Herodotus,  by  mentioning  another  obelisk  as 
set  up  by  his  son  Nenchoreus  (who  therefore  is  Merien- 
phthah,  or  Amenophis,  son  and  successor  of  Ramescs  II.,  and 
also  the  Pheron  of  Herodotus,  and  the  Sesoosis  II.  of  Dio- 
dorus) “ after  his  recovery  from  his  blindness."  “ Is  [autem 
obcliscus]  quem  [D.  Augustus]  in  Campo  Martio  [statuit, 
cxcisus  est]  a rege  Sethoside.”  . . . “ Tertius  est  Roma: 
in  Vaticano  Caii  et  Neronis  principum  Circo,  quem  fecerat 
Sesosidis  flius  Nencoreus.  Ejusdem  remanet  et  alius  centum 
cubitorum,  quem  post  ccEcitatcm  visu  reddito  ex  oraculo  Soli 
dedicavit.”  (Hist.  Nat.  lib.  xxxvi.  cap.  xi.)  The  name  of 
Sesoosis  II.,  which  seems  a needless  variation  from  Hero- 
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(lotus,  may  be  accounted  for  by  remarking  that  two  kings 
of  one  and  the  same  name  Sett,  viz.  Seti  I.  and  Seti  II.,  had 
been  blended  by  Manetho  with  Rameses  IT.  and  Ramescs 

III.  respectively,  and  that  while  three  out  of  these  four 
kings  entered  by  their  acts  into  the  character  of  Herodotus’s 
Sesostris,  the  other  one  who  did  not,  viz.  Seti  II.,  was  not 
indeed  the  son,  but  the  grandson  of  Raineses  II.,  the  chief 
component  of  the  same  Sesostris.  It  is  observable  that  in 
Manetho’s  Dyn.  XV  (XII  of  Ptolemy)  to  which  the  earlier 
Sesostris,  whether  Sesortasen  I.  or  III.,  belongs,  there  is  a 
recurrence  of  the  name  Sesortasen  in  no  less  than  three  kiners 
similar  to  the  recurrence  of  the  name  Seti  in  Dynasties 
XVIII  and  XIX.  But,  so  far  as  the  mere  name  goes, 
Diodorus’s  name  Sesoosis  cannot  with  any  probability  be 
derived  either  from  Sesortasen  or  from  Sesostris. 

After  ending  his  account  of  Sesoosis  II.  Diodorus  in- 
troduces “a  considerable  number  of  the  kings  who  succeeded 
him”  as  doing  “nothing  worthy  to  be  recorded;”  “cru^ooi  t<ov 
huihi^apevtav  ouSsv  hrpa^av  avaypa<f>>)s  dtjiov.”  Following  the 
clue  given  in  the  words  “after"  and  “ succeeding,”  but  under- 
standing that  we  must  look  for  this  posteriority  and  succession 
in  Manetho’s  lists  below  his  Dyn.  XV,  there  being  no  place 
for  it  between  the  two  kings  Amenemhe  III.  and  IV.  (or 

IV.  and  III.)  before  the  completion  of  that  dynasty,  we  col- 
lect that  these  “ numerous  kings  ” are  in  fact  the  xxxvi  of 
Manetho’s  Dyn.  XVI  (XIV  of  Ptolemy)  and  the  vi  Shep- 
herds of  his  Dyn.  XVII  (XV  of  Ptolemy),  who  would  other- 
wise be  unnoticed.  That  the  numerous  kings  of  Manetho’s 
Dyn.  XVI  did  nothing  remarkable  may  be  true  enough, 
since  they  reigned  only  4 or  5 years  each  ; and  whatever  was 
done  by  the  six  Shepherds,  no  doubt,  in  the  opinion  of  Diodo- 
rus’s informants,  it  did  not  deserve  to  be  recorded.  And  all 
these  kings  belonged  to  the  330  of  whom  the  same  thing  had 
been  said  by  Herodotus.  And,  since  the  Nubians  of  Mane-  , 
tho’s  Dyn.  XVI  and  the  Shepherds  of  his  Dyn.  XVII  were 
really  contemporary  with  six  out  of  the  eight  reigns  of  his 
Dyn.  XV  (XII  of  Ptolemy)  which  they  outlasted,  the  point 

of  time  at  which  the  mention  of  them  is  inserted  by  Diodorus, 
one  reign  below  Sesoosis  I.  or  Sesostris,  is  not  inappropriate. 
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“Many  generations  later  (rioXXaly  $’  vaTepov  yeviah')  — 
later,  that  is,  by  many  generations  than  Sesoosis  II.,  but  im- 
mediately after  those  many  generations  of  his  successors  who 
“ did  nothing  remarkable” — a king  named  Amosis  dealt  harshly 
and  tyrannically  with  the  multitudes  subject  to  him  (“  Apt  p<o- 
criy  fjpyt  Twv  o^Xwv  ftiaibrepoi’).  Amosis  here  contains  within 
himself  by  implication  a number  of  his  successors,  being  in 
fact  that  “king  who  had  not  known  Joseph,”  from  whose  ac- 
cession the  oppression  of  the  Hebrews  began,  and  of  whom 
Josephus  rightly  observes  that  he  represents  a new  “house" 
or  dynasty  ; “ rljs  flacriAeias  els  dXXijv  oIkov  peTeXyXvdvias, 
Siwcos  it’vfSpi^uv  re  rols  'brpaTjXirats.  icai  TaXanrwplas  ainois 
irotKikas hrevuovv."  (Ant,  Jud.  ii.  9,  1,  p.  97.)  “In  consequence 
of  this  tyranny,  when  some  time  later”  (that  is,  164  years 
later,  after  the  death  of  Amunoph  III.)  “the  king  of  the 
Ethiopians  named  Aktisanes ” (by  metathesis,  perhaps,  for 
Atn-kasan-es)  “invaded  Egypt,  the  greater  part  of  the  popu- 
lation went  over  to  him,  and  Egypt  thus  fell  under  the 
Ethiopians.  Aktisanes  governed  with  prudence  and  modera- 
tion” (of  course),  contenting  himself  with  “cutting  off  the 
noses  of  criminals,  whom  he  settled  at  Rliinocolura  ” (though 
it  is  true  that  Manctho  suspects  him  of  having  also  roasted 
and  eaten  Apis)  ; “ and  he  retained  possession  of  Egypt  till 
his  death." 

In  this  episode  the  Hebrews  and  the  Sun-worshippers  are 
blended  together  as  in  the  fable  of  Manctho,  only  more  com- 
pendiously, and  with  less  clearness,  the  earlier  Shepherds 
being  omitted,  though  no  doubt  the  later  and  shorter  subju- 
gation of  Egypt  which  is  confessed  is  intended  to  cover 
the  earlier  and  longer  which  is  dissembled.  Aktisanes  is 
Ivhou’cn-Atin  or  Cushan  Hisathaim  (called  XovcrapaOcov  by 
, >S.  Theopbilus).  Only,  instead  of  being  an  “ Arab  Cushite,” 

king  of  the  Arabian  Shepherds  ( Shasou ) and  of  the  Me- 
sopotamians, he  is  made  into  an  Ethiopian  by  a play  upon 
the  first  syllable  of  his  name,  which  Gesenius  also,  accord- 
ing to  Bunsen  (vol.  iii.  p.  290),  interprets  “ the  most  inso- 
lent Ethiopian."  That  he  is  really  the  Ilierosolymite  of  Ma- 
netho  and  the  Sun-worshipper  of  the  monuments  is  indicated 
in  the  lists  of  Anianus  and  Panodorus  (which  Syncellns 
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adopts  as  his  own)  by  a parenthetical  notice,  of  which  only 
the  heading  and  the  first  words  are  preserved,  “ Concerning 
the  Ethiopians,  whence  they  came  originally,  and  where  they 
settled.  The  Ethiopians  came  from  the  river  Indus,  and  they 
settled  in  the  parts  next  above  Egypt,"  (“  Ilspt  AWumwv, 
irodev  rjdav,  /cal  vou  tS/cijaav’  Aldiorres  uiro  ’Ij/SoO  i rorapov 
dvaardinss  rrp'os  rfj  Alywirrcp  ancqtrav”)  This  note  is  inserted 
in  the  middle  of  Dyn.  XVIII,  between  the  reigns  of  Amunoph 
III  and  Horus,  a position  which  speaks  for  itself,  and  shows 
that  the  compiler  of  the  lists  (though  the  note  is  not  his,  but 
older  than  the  Chronicon  of  Eusebius)  had  here  inserted  the 
Ethiopian  invasion  of  Diodorus,  placing  it  not  after  the  reign 
of  the  literal  Amosis,  but  after  that  of  his  seventh  successor. 

The  purposes  of  this  myth  are  as  complex  as  its  composi- 
tion. By  help  of  a hint  taken  from  Manetho  all  that  “ did 
not  deserve  to  be  recorded  ” concerning  the  Shepherds,  the 
Hebrews,  and  the  later  Sun-worshippers,  was  thus  disposed 
of  together  covertly  and  inoffensively.  And  whereas  Egypt 
according  to  Manetho  had  been  twice  or  even  thrice  sub- 
jugated by  Shasou  (“  Shepherds,”)  that  is  to  say,  both  by 
the  Shepherds  properly  so  called,  by  the  Hebrews,  and  by  the 
“ Hierosolymites,”  and  had  remained  under  the  yoke  of  the 
first-named  Shepherds  during  six  long  generations,  while 
according  to  Herodotus  there  had  been  also  no  fewer  than 
eighteen  Ethiopian  kings  (all  no  better  than  strangers) 
before  the  accession  of  his  later  Sesostris,  Diodorus’s  in- 
formants compressed  all  these  strangers  into  a single  Ethi- 
opian, and  the  double  or  treble  subjugation  of  Egypt  into 
one ; so  that  in  summing  up  their  whole  history  they  had 
no  need  to  except  from  the  list  of  native  kings  any  more  in 
all  than  four  Ethiopians,  and  those  at  intervals,  besides  the 
three  Persians  between  Nectanebo  and  Alexander,  the 
Shepherds  being  slurred  over  unnamed  together  with  a 
crowd  of  native  faineants  their  contemporaries,  and  the  eight 
or  five  Persians  of  Dyn.  XXVII  having  exercised  only  an 
interrupted  and  disputed  sovereignty. 

Here  again  it  is  remarkable  how  closely  Diodorus’s  in- 
formants adhere  to  the  exclusively  Memphite  account  of 
Herodotus  even  at  the  expense  of  poetical  propriety.  For 
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though  it  might  be  intelligible  that  Memphite  priests  should 
ignore,  if  they  could,  as  semi-Ethiopian  strangers  the  kings 
of  I)yn.  XVIII,  as  well  as  those  of  the  later  Theban  dyn- 
asties, it  is  difficult  to  understand  how  Thebans  should  have 
let  Diodorus  retain  a misrepresentation  so  offensive  to  their 
own  local  patriotism.  Yet  this  they  did,  and  worse.  For 
while  they  had  Egyptian  patriotism  enough  to  consolidate 
for  him  Herodotus’s  eighteen  Ethiopians  into  one,  they  had 
not  enough  of  Theban  zeal  to  think  it  even  worth  while  to 
fill  the  seventeen  places  vacated  with  the  Theban  kings  to 
whom  they  really  belonged ; but  they  supplied  Diodorus 
only  with  doubles  of  earlier  kings  of  some  of  Manetho’s  six 
dynasties  of  Lower  Egypt,  as  abstract  generations,  with 
which  to  bridge  over  the  chasm.  But  this  is  a slight  matter. 
So  reckless  were  they,  and  so  off-hand  in  their  fabling,  that 
they  actually  for  once  let  out,  as  if  unconsciously,  some  part 
of  that  disagreeable  truth  which  Egyptian  falsehood  was  ordi- 
narily most  studious  to  conceal.  As  if  it  were  not  enough 
to  let  Diodorus  omit  all  their  Theban  dynasties,  they  actually 
introduce  by  name  Araosis,  and  in  him  his  successors,  not  as 
the  glorious  expellers  of  the  impious  and  tyrannical  Shep- 
herds, but  as  kings  chiefly  remarkable  for  their  own  tyranny 
and  oppression  towards  multitudes  of  their  subjects.  They  add 
that,  in  consequence  of  their  tyranny,  the  oppressed  multi- 
tudes (not  really  on  occasion  of  any  foreign  invasion)  cast 
off  their  obedience.  If  one  passes  on  to  the  later  invasion  of 
the  Sun-worshippers  (which  as  a consequence  is  confessed,  as 
as  it  is  by  Manetho  too,  to  have  been  also  a retribution  for  the 
oppression  of  the  Hebrews),  Diodorus’s  informants  agree 
exactly  with  Manetho  in  hinting  that  the  success  of  the 
invaders  was  owing  to  the  circumstance  that  they  were 
favoured  by  a party  among  the  Egyptians  themselves.  Ma- 
nctho  mentions  also  some  affinity  of  blood.  But  as  regards 
the  Shepherd-Hebrew-Hierosolymites  of  Manetho  and  Hero- 
dotus’s semi-Ethiopian  kings  of  Dyn.  XVIII  the  parts  in 
Diodorus’s  account  are  completely  reversed.  Instead  of  the 
former  being  expelled  for  their  impiety  or  leprosy  by  what 
might  seem  to  them,  but  not  to  Theban  priests,  an  Ethiopian 
invasion  and  conquest,  the  latter  (as  if  they  were  themselves 
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the  impious  tyrants  who  under  a Typhonian  influence  had 
oppressed  their  subjects),  are  conquered  and  dispossessed 
not  by  Hierosolymites,  but  by  Ethiopians,  when  they  were 
in  truth  the  Ethiopians  themselves. 

After  this  curious  parenthesis  — according  to  the  text  of 
Diodorus  “after  the  death  of  the  Ethiopian  Aktisanes — the 
Egyptians  recovered  their  independence,  and  set  up  a native 
king  named  Mendes  (Amenemhe)  or  Marros,  who  was  by  no 
means  warlike  ” (that  is,  he  was  a vassal  under  the  Shep- 
herds), but  who  built  the  Labyrinth.  And  from  this  original 
Labyrinth  it  was,  as  Diodorus  adds,  that  Daedalus  afterwards 
took  a hint  in  the  time  of  the  Cretan  Minos.  This  men- 
tion of  the  Labyrinth,  as  well  as  the  name  of  the  king, 
leaves  no  doubt  that  the  narrative  here  reverts  to  that  point 
in  Manetho’s  Dynasty  XV  (XII  of  Ptolemy)  at  which  the 
episode  of  the  numerous  faineants  and  of  Amosis  and  Akti- 
sancs  was  inserted ; since  Manetho  (and  Eratosthenes  too) 
have  in  the  same  place  both  the  name  Lamarcs  or  Mares, 
and  the  notice  respecting  the  Labyrinth  (in  which  there  is  a 
real  correction  of  Herodotus). 

Here  Diodorus  ends  his  notices  of  the  earlier  Sesostris 
and  of  the  times  following,  in  a word,  gf  all  the  history 
belonging  to  Manetho’s  Dynasties  XV,  XVI,  XVII,  and 
XVIII.  And  here  we  are  suddenly  reminded  that  his 
Sesostris-Sesoosis,  like  the  Sesostris  of  Herodotus,  is  com- 
pound and  unchronological.  For  while  we  have  been  fancy- 
ing ourselves  perhaps  to  be  distinctly  and  exclusively 
occupied  with  the  kings  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XV  (XII  of 
Ptolemy),  though  some  particulars  related  of  them  may 
be  drawn  up  from  later  times,  we  are  now  to  find  that  we 
have  already  come  to  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XIX,  the  bridge  on 
which  we  have  passed  silently  and  unconsciously  over  the 
longest  and  most  important  of  all  Egyptian  dynasties,  as 
over  a chasm,  having  been  prepared  beforehand  in  those 
sixteen  abstract  generations  by  which  Diodorus  was  in 
advance  of  Manetho  when  we  first  arrived  at  his  Sesoosis- 
Sesostris.  These,  with  two  more  indicated  by  the  names 
Amosis  and  Aktisanes,  serve  to  parallel  the  eighth  and  last 
reign  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XV  (XII  of  Ptolemy), — the  (xxxvi 
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+ vi  = ) xlii  reigns  of  Manetho’s  Dynasties  XVI  and  XVII 
(XIV  and  XV  of  Ptolemy)  having  been  already  accounted 
for  parenthetically, — and  the  xvi  reigns  (increased  to  xvii 
by  the  Hierosolymite  or  Ethiopian)  of  Dyn.  XVIII.  And  it 
is  to  he  remembered  that  those  eighteen  Ethiopians  also  who 
were  mentioned  to  Herodotus  (though  in  strictness  they 
probably  include  the  first  two  reigns  of  Dyn.  XIX)  have 
now  been  accounted  for. 

“ After  the  death  of  this  king,”  Diodorus  continues,  — as 
if  he  were  going  on  to  name  Scemiophris,  or  to  relate  what 
followed  after  the  end  of  Dyn.  XV  of  Manctho,  but  we 
must  understand  him  as  if  he  had  written  “ After  the  (49 
[ + 4]+16  + 5 + l[-t36+6  + 2]  + l + 16  = ) 136  reigns  and 
generations  hitherto  enumerated,  corresponding  to  the  (136 
— 4 = ) 132  kings  of  Manetho’s  Books  I.  and  II.”  — “ there 
followed  five  generations  of  anarchy.”  “ Merd  St  rr/u  rov 
ficunXiws  tqvtov  Ts\euri]P,  ini  ysvsds  Trims  yevofiivgs  dvap- 
%i'as”  tc.  t.  X.  These  five  generations  are  the  first  five  reigns 
of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XIX,  to  which  no  incredible  outrage  is 
done,  even  though  it  does  contain  historically  the  -e6a>s  6 
>cai  ‘I’ajiscc-fjs  of  Manetho  and  the  Sesostris-Rameses  III.  of 
Herodotus,  seeing  that  it  could  not  expect  to  fare  better 
than  Dyn.  XVIII,  which  is  represented  only  by  one  native 
tyrant  and  one  well-behaved  Ethiopian  helped  out  by  15 
abstract  generations.  The  “ anarchy  ” is  elicited  from 
Herodotus’s  expression  concerning  Proteus,  that  he  was  “ a 
man  of  Memphis  ” who  “ was  elected  king.”  The  Jive  gene- 
rations of  anarchy  are  perhaps  intended  (besides  their  direct 
purpose  of  bringing  us  on  to  the  sixth  and  last  reign  of 
Manetho’s  Dyn.  XIX)  to  convey  an  allusion  to  the  “ anar- 
chical ” time  of  the  six  Shepherds,  insufficiently  indicated 
above  by  an  unnumbered  crowd  of  faineants  or  by  the  single 
Ethiopian  or  Hierosolymite  connected  with  them  by  Ma- 
netho. And  if  any  small  shred  of  historical  truth  is  de- 
sired to  render  the  fable  more  colourable,  it  may  be  looked 
for  perhaps  in  the  fact  that  there  were  at  least  two  actual 
reigns,  and  not  short  reigns,  at  the  commencement  of  Dyn. 
XIX  (before  Sethos-Kamescs  could  return  from  Ethiopia), 
and  lower  down  in  the  dynasty  a third,  which  were  all  dis- 
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allowed  as  illegitimate.  Thus  then  we  have  only  one  reign 
of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XIX  still  to  come;  and  concerning  it 
Diodorus  proceeds  thus : 

“ They  elected  to  be  king  a man  of  the  people  named 
Cetes,  or  as  the  Greeks  call  him  Proteus,  who  was  contem- 
porary with  the  war  of  Troy.”  “ 'H peOrj  tu>v  ubbfav  ns  /3a- 
aiAeiis  ov  Alyiumot  piv  ovopui^ovtre  Kerr/v  . . . irapa  Be  rolac 
"EWijn  Ylpcoreiis,  6 Kara  rov  'IXtaxov  '•/evopevos  TruAepov." 
And  Diodorus  explains  the  story  of  Proteus  assuming  dif- 
ferent forms  by  saying  that  he  was  skilled  in  magic  and 
astrology,  and  after  obtaining  the  crown  he,  like  other  Egyp- 
tian kings,  wore  from  time  to  time  a variety  of  head-dresses 
resembling  the  forms  or  heads  of  different  animals.  So  in 
Proteus  he  rejoins  Herodotus.  And  here  again  we  may 
wonder  at  the  apathy  or  liberality  of  his  Theban  inform- 
ants. For  in  the  time  of  Homer  the  reigning  dynasty 
was  certainly  Theban,  and  Homer  himself  signifies  this, 
mentioning  the  presents  made  by  Polybus  and  his  con- 
sort Alcandra  to  Menelaus  and  Helen  at  Thebes.  But 
the  Memphites,  ignoring  Polybus  and  Thebes,  made  for 
Herodotus  a “man  of  Memphis,”  and  a king  “elected”  in 
Greek  fashion  by  the  people,  out  of  a very  different  but  con- 
temporary personage  also  named  by  Homer,  viz.  “ the  im- 
mortal Proteus,”  who  might  be  like  other  deities  no  doubt  for 
his  nationality,  but  who  was  found  by  Menelaus  more  in  the 
character  of  a seal  ( Ketes ) or  a Triton  than  a king,  swimming 
about  in  the  train  of  Neptune  off  the  shores  of  Egypt.  Ma- 
netho  in  this  point  at  least,  though  himself  of  Lower  Egypt, 
and  others  as  it  seems  before  him,  had  fairly  improved  upon 
Herodotus  by  substituting  a Theban  king  whom  he  iden- 
tified with  the  Polybus  of  Homer  for  the  Memphite 
Proteus.  If,  as  is  probable,  the  date  for  Troy  intended 
to  be  covered  by  the  Proteus  of  Diodorus  is  not  his 
own  (n.C.  1184),  but  that  of  his  informants  and  of  Ma- 
netho  (b.C.  1212),  Diodorus’s  generation  of  Proteus  may 
be  taken  to  end  together  with  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XIX,  the 
last  reign  of  which  includes  Manctho’s  date  for  Troy. 
This  should  be  according  to  the  true  chronology  in  B.c. 
1206.  But  according  to  Manctho’s  apparent  chronology  the 
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last  reign  of  Dyn.  XIX  ends  about  three  years  later,  in  B.C. 
1203.  Herodotus’s  date  for  Troy  is  a full  generation  earlier 
than  that  of  Manetlio,  and  Ids  generation  of  Proteus  ends  at 
the  latest  (that  is,  when  the  death  of  his  Mceris  is  put  in 
n.C.  1321)  in  n.c.  1221.  So  that  at  the  end  of  the  generation 
of  Proteus  Diodorus  has  gained  18  years,  and  is  by  so  much 
in  advance  of  Herodotus.  And,  consequently,  instead  of 
having  to  fill  up  a void  of  eight  generations  and  19  years  of  a 
ninth,  wanting  to  Herodotus  between  the  end  of  his  genera- 
tion of  Sethon  (b.C.  1321  — 340  = 981—26  = 955)  and  his 
date  for  the  accession  of  Psammitichus  I.  (b.C.  525+  145  = 
670),  Diodorus  will  have  to  add  exactly  eight  generations. 

In  fact,  from  the  point  where  we  now  are,  viz.  from  the 
end  of  the  generation  of  Proteus,  Diodorus  and  his  inform- 
ants no  longer  attend  to  the  number  of  Manethos  kings, 
which  down  to  this  point  they  have  paralleled  leaving  the 
years  to  take  care  of  themselves,  but  they  think  only  of 
paralleling  Herodotus’s  generations,  and  filling  up  the  void 
left  in  his  reckoning,  till  they  reach  Dyn.  XXVI,  the  actual 
reigns  and  history  of  which  were  known  to  the  Greeks. 

The  wealth  of  Diodorus’s  successor  to  Proteus,  stated  at 
400,000  talents  of  gold  and  silver,  would  of  itself  identify 
him  with  the  Ilampsinitus  of  Herodotus  even  without  the 
name  Remphis,  which  is  only  slightly  corrupted  by  writing 
p<f>  for  p\fr,  the  original  name  given  to  Herodotus  being 
Rampses-Nit  or  Rameses-si-Nit.  The  generation  of  Remphis 
brings  Diodorus  down  from  B.C.  1203  to  B.C.  1170. 

After  his  death  Diodorus  inserts  “ seven  generations  of 
kings  who  did  absolutely  nothing.”  As  he  is  already  18 
years  in  advance,  this  insertion  of  itself  fills  up  within  one 
generation  the  whole  remaining  void  left  by  Herodotus. 
And  being  made  before  completing  the  parallel  of  Hero- 
dotus’s eleven  generations,  it  depresses  the  pyramid-builders 
who  arc  still  to  follow,  so  as  to  make  them  come  (18  + 233 
= ) 25 1 years  lower  even  than  the  date  at  which  they  had 
been  put  by  Herodotus.  On  the  other  hand,  the  Ethiopians 
of  Dyn.  XXV  are  hereby  thrust  down  into  something  like 
their  true  place.  “ Toutov  be  ('P efupeojs)  TeXevri'iaainos,  errl 
yiveds  fcrra  btebeljavTo  rijv  dpxvv  ftaaiXus  apyot  TravreXcos." 
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The  only  one  in  whose  favour  some  sort  of  exception  is 
made  so  as  to  afford  a pretext  for  naming  him  is  “ A rilus, 
who  cut  many  useful  canals,  and  from  whom  the  river  was 
afterwards  named.”  The  allusion  here  is  to  the  monumental 
king  Siphthah,  the  last  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XIX,  whom  he 
identifies  with  the  Polybus  of  Homer,  and  makes  contem- 
porary with  Troy.  And  the  name  Si-Phthah  is  capable 
with  the  addition  of  Re  of  making  Phouo-re  or  Thouore, 
which  by  a play  upon  the  sound  becomes  with  Mnnctho 
Ph-iouro,  Nilus.  But  Diodorus,  having  retained  the  Pro- 
teus of  Herodotus,  and  having  given  to  him  the  chronological 
place  belonging  to  Nilus,  wished  still  to  mark  the  Nilus  of 
Manctho.  And,  as  the  next  place  after  Proteus  was  preoc- 
cupied by  Herodotus’s  Ramsinitus,  he  placed  him,  as  it 
seems,  at  the  head  of  the  seven  faineants,  where,  however, 
his  generation  begins  14  years  too  low  to  include  Diodorus’s 
own  date  for  Troy.  Nilus  then  with  his  six  successors 
carry  on  Diodorus  233  years,  from  n.c.  1170  to  b.C.  937, 
which  is  41  years  below  the  end  of  the  Diospolitc  Dyn.  XX 
and  the  commencement  of  the  Tanite-Bubastite  Dyn.  XXI 
of  the  Old  Chronicle. 

According  to  Herodotus  the  accession  of  Cheops  being 
put  four  full  generations  or  133  years  below  the  death  of 
Mocris,  that  is,  at  b.C.  (1321  — 133  = ) 1188  at  the  latest,  the 
commencement  of  the  building  of  the  pyramids  (which  his- 
torically was  not  till  about  90  years  after  the  accession  of 
the  earliest  Sesostris)  could  not  be  carried  back  more  than 
about  (B.C.  1188  — 13  = 1175—450=)  725  years  before 
his  time,  which  would  be  (725  + 392  = ) 1118  years  before 
the  time  of  Diodorus.  But  according  to  Diodorus’s  own 
reckoning  there  would  be  only  (b.C.  937  — 13  = 924—58  = ) 
866  years  at  the  most  from  the  commencement  of  the  great 
pyramid  of  Cheops  to  his  own  time.  And  if,  as  seems  to  be 
the  case,  he  departed  from  Herodotus  in  reckoning  to 
Cheops  and  to  Cephrcn  not  merely  average  generations  but 
their  actual  reigns,  this  will  bring  the  20th  year  before  the 
death  of  Cheops  17  years  lower — to  b.C.  920.  Yet  he  has 
given  two  statements  respecting  the  antiquity  of  the  pyra- 
mids which  are  neither  of  them  explainable  without  the 
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admission  of  some  inconsistency.  Some,  he  says,  made 
them  to  have  been  built  “ not  less  than  1000  years  ago.” 
This  may  suit  the  reckoning  of  Herodotus,  since  we  need  not 
go  back  much  further  than  to  the  completion  of  the  pyramid 
of  Asychis,  20  years  and  three  full  generations  later  than 
the  commencement  of  the  great  pyramid  of  Cheops.  And  so 
there  might  be  reckoned  (1118—120  = ) 998  years  from  the 
death  of  Asychis  to  the  time  of  Diodorus,  and  “ not  less  than 
1000”  from  the  building  of  the  later  pyramids.  For  it 
would  be  natural,  when  the  pyramids  had  already  been  put 
down  so  much  too  low  by  Herodotus,  that  Diodorus’s 
informants,  if  they  did  not  give  the  highest  possible  date, 
from  the  first  commencement  made  by  Cheops  (which  was 
rather  to  be  expected)  would  at  any  rate  give  a date  some- 
what higher  than  that  of  the  death  of  the  king  who  seemed 
to  have  built  the  last  of  them.  But  with  Diodorus’s  own 
reckoning  neither  “ not  less  than  a thousand  years,”  nor 
even  “ nearly  a thousand  ” could  be  said,  since  there  are  at 
most  (that  is,  from  the  20th  year  before  the  death  of 
Cheops)  only  866  years  to  his  time.  But  others,  he  adds, 
gave  a very  different  account,  viz.  that  the  pyramids  were 
built  3400  years  before  his  time.  This  second  statement 
must  be  meant  either  to  suit  the  hieratic  reckoning  of  the 
kings,  according  to  which  there  were  in  all  5016  years  from 
Menes  to  Diodorus’s  own  time,  or  else  to  suit  that  of  Ma- 
netho,  which  would  make  (3555  + 11+276  = ) 3842  years. 
(Ptolemy’s  scheme,  which  would  have  made  5487  years,  is 
here  out  of  the  question.)  Upon  the  first  supposition  it  is  ne- 
cessary to  read  4400  instead  of  3400  ; and  then  the  sum  may 
be  accounted  for  by  deducting  from  5016  the  (190  + 205  + 
214  = ) 609  years  of  the  first  three  dynasties  of  kings  (of 
course  without  Manetho’s  additions)  down  to  the  accession 
of  Soris.  Thus  there  would  be  a sum  of  4407  years,  not 
indeed  exactly  up  to  the  commencement  of  the  great  py- 
ramid by  Cheops,  but  to  the  beginning  of  his  dynasty,  49 
years,  as  Herodotus  might  have  reckoned,  before  he  com- 
menced his  preparations.  And,  even  if  these  49  years  were 
deducted,  4358  might  with  only  a little  exaggeration  in  speak- 
ing roundly  be  called  “ about  ” or  “ nearly  4400  years.”  But 
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if  the  scheme  of  Manetho  were  alluded  to,  and  the  present 
reading  of  three  not  four  thousands  is  to  be  maintained  as 
correct,  it  will  be  more  difficult  to  give  a satisfactory  account 
of  the  statement.  For  there  will  be  at  most  only  442  years 
which  can  be  spared  to  cut  off  (from  the  head  of  a sum  of 
3842  years)  for  all  those  kings  who  preceded  the  pyramid- 
builders  ; whereas  in  Manetho’s  scheme  there  are  no  fewer 
than  (2534-302  + 214  = ) 769  years  from  the  accession  of 
Menes  to  that  of  Soris  the  head  of  his  Dyn.  XI  (IV  of 
Ptolemy).  The  only  apparent  resource  would  be  to  suppose, 
first,  that  Diodorus’s  informants  cut  off  from  Manetho’s  sum 
of  3555  years  of  kings  his  addition  of  63  years  to  Menes  and 
Athothi8  (as  we  have  found  them  cutting  off  these  same 
years  from  the  1491  of  the  first  49  or  53  kings);  and  so, 
Manetho’s  sum  being  reduced  to  3492,  this,  with  (11  + 276 
= )287  years  of  continuation  to  Diodorus’s  own  time,  would 
make  a total  of  3779.  And  if  we  suppose  them  to  have 
deducted  from  this  sum  not  the  (190  — 302  + 214  = ) 706 
years  still  remaining  to  Manetho’s  first  three  dynasties  of 
kings,  which  they  ought  to  have  deducted,  but  the  true  chrono- 
logical sum  of  gears  from  ftlenes  to  the  30  th  gear  of  Cheops, 
these,  which  amount  to  (190+ 103  + 29  + 30=)  352,  being 
deducted  from  3779,  leave  a sum  of  3427  years  for  the 
interval  between  the  commencement  of  the  great  pyramid 
and  the  time  of  Diodorus ; and  this  agrees  with  the  state- 
ment to  be  explained. 

After  the  wealthy  Bemphis  and  the  seven  faineants  above- 
mentioned,  “ in  the  eighth  generation,”  so  Diodorus  con- 
tinues, “ Chemmis  the  Memphite  became  king,  and  reigned 
50  years.  He  employed  in  building  his  pyramid  360,000 
men;  and  the  whole  was  scarcely  finished”  (that  is,  was  not 
in  truth  finished,  when  he  died)  “after  20  years.”  If  we  give 
to  Chemmis,  or  rather  Chembis  or  Chemeis  (for  it  is  the 
letter  m which  has  intruded),  his  full  actual  reign  of  50 
years,  which  Diodorus,  as  will  appear  below,  intends  to  be 
given,  he  will  bring  us  down  from  n.c.  937  to  B.C.  887. 

“After  Chembis  his  brother Kephren  who  built  the  second 
pyramid  reigned  56  years.  But  some  say  that  it  was  not  the 
brother  of  Chembis  but  his  son,  named  Chahrgas,  who  built 
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the  second  pyramid.”  Whether  he  were  called  brother  or 
son,  the  two  names  K stppijv  and  Xa0pvTji  are  identical,  and 
agree  perfectly  with  the  monumental  name  K/taphra,  as  do  all 
the  variations  Xeoyfr,  Xsp./3is  or  X«/x/uy,  "ilvipts,  Xaaxpis, 
and  Xov<f>is,  with  the  monumental  name  of  his  predecessor 
Khoufou.  This  actual  reign  of  56  years,  reckoned  like  the 
preceding,  brings  us  on  from  B.c.  887  to  B.C.  831.  And 
Diodorus,  by  reckoning  these  two  actual  reigns  has  gained 
(106—67  = ) 39  years  upon  Herodotus,  irrespectively  of 
those  18  by  which  he  was  in  advance  of  him  at  the  death  of 
Proteus,  and  of  the  seven  generations  with  233  years  since 
inserted. 

After  these  two,  “who,  as  some  said,  being  odious  tyrants 
were  either  never  buried  in  their  pyramids  or  were  not  allowed 
to  rest  there,  Mycerinus,  the  son  of  Chemmis  (who  shared 
not  the  impiety  of  his  predecessors),  reigned,  and  built  the 
third  pyramid.”  Here  he  rightly  follows  Herodotus  in  pre- 
ference to  Manctho,  who  upon  a hint  furnished  by  Hero- 
dotus had  founded  his  fable  respecting  Nitocris.  “ The 
other  lesser  pyramids  [adjoining]  were  built  for  the  wives  of 
these  three  kings.”  So  he  writes,  as  if  there  were  only 
three  of  these  lesser  pyramids,  whereas  there  are  three 
adjoining  the  pyramid  of  Cheops,  and  three  more  adjoining 
that  of  Mycerinus.  Mycerinus  brings  him  on  from  B.c.  831 
to  B.c.  797. 

Asychis,  the  builder  of  the  brick  pyramid,  who  follows 
next  in  Herodotus,  is  omitted  by  Diodorus,  not  perhaps  by 
mere  oversight,  nor  by  a caprice  which  it  would  be  difficult 
to  account  for,  but  in  compensation  for  having  reckoned 
their  actual  reigns,  instead  of  reckoning  only  with  Herodotus 
average  generations,  to  Cheops  and  Cephren.  And  even 
after  omitting  Asychis  he  has  still  both  paralleled  Hero- 
dotus’s four  generations  of  Cheops,  Cephren,  Mycerinus, 
and  Asychis,  and  has  gained  upon  Herodotus  6 years 
besides. 

It  may  be  said  indeed  that  in  another  place  Diodorus  has 
named  Asychis  or  Sasychis,  which  is  the  same  thing,  and 
that  so  probably  he  named  or  intended  to  name  him  here ; 
and  the  name  may  have  dropped  out.  And  the  admission  of 
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this  view  would  make  no  great  difference,  if  only  they  who 
think  proper  to  restore  here  the  name  of  Asychis  take  care 
to  reckon  at  the  same  time  to  Chembis  and  Kephren  only 
average  generations  instead  of  their  actual  reigns.  But  the 
Sasychis  or  Sahoura  mentioned  elsewhere  by  Diodorus,  in 
enumerating  the  Egyptian  legislators  (though  the  name  is 
the  same),  is  not  really  the  same  king  as  the  Sahoura  of 
Herodotus  who  built  the  brick  pyramid.  For  Sasychis  the 
legislator  of  Diodorus  is  named  before  Sesoosis,  that  is, 
before  the  Sesostris  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XV  (XII  of  Pto- 
lemy). But  the  Asychis  of  Herodotus  is  named  among 
kings  who  are  all  later  than  Sesostris.  And  in  fact  the 
name  Sahoura  is  still  legible  among  the  earliest  kings  to  our 
left  in  the  Karnak  Chamber:  and  the  same  king  may  be 
identified  in  the  list  of  Eratosthenes  as  the  predecessor  of 
Snefrou,  the  next  but  one  as  suzerain  before  Mocris,  and  the 
next  but  two  or  three  before  Sesortasen  I.,  being  the  head 
seemingly  of  Dyn.  XVII  of  the  Chronicle. 

“ Some  say,”  Diodorus  adds,  after  ending  his  account  of 
Mycerinus  and  the  third  pyramid,  “ that  these  three  pyra- 
mids were  not  built  by  the  kings  above-mentioned,  but 
the  first  by  Armmis,  the  second  by  Amasis"  (the  Egyptian 
name  written  Amosis  or  Amasis  is  Aahtnes),  “ and  the  third 
by  Inaron.”  The  thought  in  this  story  was  probably  to 
substitute  some  other  idea  than  that  of  the  Shepherd  Phili- 
tion  suggested  by  a parallel  passage  of  Herodotus.  And 
since  Diodorus  had  already  improved  so  far  on  Herodotus  as 
to  bring  the  building  of  the  pyramids  down  to  the  time  of 
Manetho’s  Dyn.  XXII,  there  could  be  no  great  harm  in 
making  him  go  all  lengths.  So  after  giving  the  first  pyra- 
mid cither  to  Danaus  (who  built  it  hastily  in  his  brother’s 
absence,  and  before  he  fled  to  Argos)  or  to  the  king  popularly 
reported  among  the  Greeks  to  be  entombed  within  the  great 
Sphinx,  called  Armais  by  Pliny  (who  was  in  fact  no  other 
than  the  great  Sphinx  “ Ilarmachis  ” herself),  they  ascribed 
the  second  to  Amasis  (who  may  have  employed  his  Greeks 
in  building  it),  and  the  third  to  Inaron  (who  built  it  no 
doubt  by  the  labour  of  his  Persian  captives,  and  had  only  just 
finished  it  in  time  for  Herodotus  to  find  it  complete).  So 
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they  laughed  at  Diodorus  to  his  face ; while  he  perhaps 
supposed  the  three  names  Arina; us,  Amasis,  and  Inaron  to 
belong  to  three  kings  of  unknown  antiquity,  and  wrote 
down  all  that  was  told  him,  without  omitting  to  add  from 
Herodotus  that  some  said  the  third  pyramid  was  the  tomb  of 
Ehodopis,  the  contemporary  of  Amasis. 

After  the  generation  of  Mycerinus,  that  is,  in  B.C.  797 
at  the  latest,  24  years  below  the  date  (b.C.  821)  where 
Herodotus’s  generation  of  Asychis  would  have  ended,  if  he 
too  had  inserted  seven  generations  of  faineants  between  Ram- 
psinitus  and  Cheops,  Diodorus  introduces  not  Anysis,  but 
— as  if  he  were  about  to  correct  Herodotus — the  historical 
king  who  was  really  defeated  by  the  Ethiopian  Sabaco, 
namely  Bocchoris.  Since  Anysis  is  not  named,  we  may 
understand  that  the  historical  king  indicated  by  that  name 
is  disjoined  (and  rightly  disjoined)  from  Sabaco ; and  that  he 
is  covered  in  his  proper  place,  like  Asychis  and  Teclmatis 
and  all  other  kings  similarly  unnamed  in  this  series,  by  those 
abstract  generations  or  reigns  reckoned  like  generations 
which  are  enumerated.  “ Msra  Be  tovs  irposipypevovs  ftacri- 
\els  BieBst-aro  rljv  dp%yv  B o/cxppis.”  “ After  the  above- 
mentioned  kings  Bocchoris  succeeded  to  the  throne,  a man 
of  mean  personal  appearance,  but  of  great  wisdom Else- 
where  Diodorus  is  made  to  reckon  him  among  the  legisla- 
tors. And  again,  in  another  place,  his  father  Tnepliactus  or 
Technatis  is  represented  as  a warlike  prince  invading  Syria. 
So  little  were  they  in  danger  of  being  themselves  invaded 
from  Ethiopia. 

At  this  point,  before  continuing,  we  may  notice  that  pro- 
digious anachronism  of  Apion  and  Lysimachus  by  which  they 
described  the  Exodus  of  the  Hebrews  as  having  taken  place 
under  Bocchoris,  about  the  time  of  the  first  Olympiad,  or  later. 
Josephus  mentions  01.  7 a , as  the  date  for  this  story,  as  if  it 
were  a mere  blunder,  with  very  natural  contempt ; but  it  is 
worthy  of  atte  ntion  both  as  illustrating  the  sensitiveness  and 
the  humour  of  the  Egyptians, and  also  as  being  really  connected 
with  that  scheme  (if  it  can  be  called  a scheme)  of  Herodotus 
and  Diodorus  which  we  arc  considering.  The  Exodus  really 
took  place  (b.c.  1932  —1654  = ) 278  years  after  the  death 
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of  the  original  Sesostris,  Sesortasen  I.,  and  about  94  years 
after  the  end  of  the  dynasty  of  the  Memphite  pyramid- 
builders.  But  if  the  death  of  Sesostris  were  drawn  down  to 
B.C.  (1321—33  = ) 1288,  and  that  of  Mycerinus  (the  last  of 
the  pyramid-builders  mentioned  by  Diodorus)  to  B.C.  797, 
it  is  plain  that  the  Exodus  could  not  be  placed  earlier  than 
in  the  next  reign,  even  though  Asychis  were  altogether 
omitted,  and  no  interval  allowed  between  the  end  of  the  line 
of  the  Memphite  pyramid-builders  (with  their  contemporary 
the  Shepherd  Philition)  and  the  Exodus.  But  Anysis  or 
Bocchoris , or  whoever  is  named  as  the  king  dispossessed  by 
Sabaco,  is  the  only  one  who  intervenes  between  the  last  of 
the  pyramid-builders  and  the  Ethiopian  conquest.  It  is 
clear  therefore  chronologically  that  the  Exodus  must  have 
taken  place  under  Bocchoris ; and  this  necessity  (thanks  to 
Herodotus  and  to  Diodorus  for  it)  is  doubly  convenient. 
For  thus  another  of  the  most  ignominious  reverses  which 
ever  befel  Egypt  may  be  misplaced  by  many  centuries 
and  put  off  upon  the  Saite  Bocchoris,  whose  very  name,  poor 
man,  is  already  ignominy  itself,  so  that  at  the  worst  he  can 
lose  nothing.  And  on  the  other  hand,  since  Egyptian  dis- 
asters are  hinted  only  to  the  initiated,  but  for  the  ignorant 
and  for  strangers  are  dissembled  by  being  related  in  con- 
traries, Bocchoris  may  even  be  brought  out  a little  from  the 
cloud  which  hangs  about  him ; that  is,  if  he  obtain  the  credit 
of  having  drowned  and  expelled  that  multitude  of  filthy  lepers, 
led  by  Moses  Diabolides  and  Joseph  Pliilodiabolus  ( Si-en-Set 
and  Pete-Set),  whose  presence  in  Egypt  had  drawn  down  the 
plagues  of  a great  famine  and  of  a great  mortality,  and  was 
intolerable  to  the  gods.  ( Lysimach . ap.  Joseph,  contr.  Apion.) 
But  after  all  it  was  trenching  upon  dangerous  ground  to 
name  Bocchoris.  So  at  least  thought  Diodorus’s  informants; 
and,  in  order  to  prevent  any  bad  consequences,  they  make 
him  cut  off  Bocchoris  from  all  suspicion  of  contact  with 
Sabaco  by  a direct  falsehood,  continuing  thus  : — 

“ Many  years,  ages,  or  generations  later  Sabaco  reigned  over 
Egypt  (voWois  varspov  %p6vois  eftaaikevaev  Alyxnrrov  Sa/3d- 
kwv),  a king  whose  like  was  not  to  be  found  among  men  for 
piety  and  humanity.  He  could  not  find  it  in  his  heart  eveu 
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to  punish  malefactors  otherwise  than  by  making  them  perform 
a fixed  amount  of  labour  towards  works  of  public  utility, 
such  as  mounding  up  the  cities.  (But  Diodorus  has  brought 
Sabaco  down  much  too  low  for  the  mounding  of  Bubastis, 
which  really  belongs  to  his  generation  in  Herodotus.)  How- 
ever the  God  who  abides  in  Thebes  signified  to  him  in  a 
dream  that  he  could  not  reign  over  Egypt  happily,  nor  long 
(though  the  Ethiopian  oracle  had  promised  him  according 
to  Herodotus  50  years),  unless  he  collected  together  and 
slaughtered  all  the  priests.  And  as  this  dream  occurred 
not  once  only,  or  twice,  but  often,  and  he  was  shocked  at 
the  bare  thought  of  such  impiety,  he  abdicated  and  returned 
to  Ethiopia.” 

The  reign  of  Bocchoris  had  been  of  course  a full  generation, 
and  he  had  died,  it  may  be  supposed,  of  old  age,  surrounded 
by  his  children,  having  brought  Diodorus  down  from  n.c. 
797  to  B.C.  764,  the  true  date  of  the  conquest  of  Egypt  by 
Sabaco,  in  n.c.  746,  from  whence  commences  the  Ethiopian 
Dyn.  XXV  of  the  Old  Chronicle,  being  only  18  years  later. 

If  now  we  look  down  to  the  date  of  the  Persian  conquest 
of  CambyscB  in  B.C.  525,  and  reckon  upwards  with  Diodorus 
from  thence,  lie  carries  up  the  accession  of  Psammitichus  I. 
to  B.C.  678,  which  is  15  years ’above  its  true  date  and  8 
years  above  the  date  of  Herodotus.  Then  to  the  Dode- 
carchy,  which  Herodotus  had  left  indefinite,  he  gives  15 
years,  with  2 years  of  anarchy  preceding.  So  that  the  last 
year  of  his  fourth  and  last  Ethiopian  should  have  ended,  and 
the  17  of  anarchy  and  Dodecarchy  should  have  begun,  in 
B.C.  695.  If  we  reckon  upwards  from  thence  the  50  years 
given  by  Herodotus  to  Sabacon  they  will  take  us  to  B.C. 
745  for  the  Ethiopian  invasion  and  conquest,  which  is  only 
one  year  below  the  true  date.  So  there  would  be  19  years 
between  B.C.  764  and  B.C.  745  which  might  be  occupied  by 
those  “many  years”  (xpovoi)  which  intervene,  with  a pur- 
posed ambiguity,  between  Bocchoris  and  Sabaco.  But  if 
we  reflect  that  Diodorus’s  informants  reduced  the  whole 
time  of  their  four  Ethiopians  (the  first  of  whom,  Aktisanes, 
reigned  till  his  death)  to  only  36  years,  and  further  asserted 
that  the  reigns  were  not  successive,  but  with  intervals,  and 
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that  they  probably  took  advantage  of  Herodotus’s  story  that 
the  legitimate  native  king  or  kings  (under  whatever  name) 
continued  concurrently  in  the  marshes  of  the  Delta  during 
all  the  50  years,  it  may  seem  probable  that  if  Diodorus  had 
written  down  the  fable  made  out  for  him  with  more  minute- 
ness of  detail  it  would  have  appeared  thus  : — A space  of  13 
years  between  b.c.  695  and  u.C.  708  would  have  made  the 
personal  reign  of  the  fourth  and  last  Ethiopian  (since  Ma- 
netho  indicates  for  Tirhakah  a continuance  of  13  years  after 
the  completion  of  the  50  years  of  Herodotus).  Then  we 
should  have  had  the  50  years  during  which  native  princes 
reigned,  it  might  be  with  some  dependence  upon  an  Ethio- 
pian suzerain,  and  with  a short  personal  reign  of  the  second 
Sabaco  (the  third  Ethiopian  of  Diodorus)  in  the  middle  of 
them.  These  50  years  would  have  begun  in  b.c.  758,  that 
is,  12  years  above  the  true  date  of  the  Ethiopian  conquest ; 
and  it  would  have  been  pretended  that  the  personal  reign  of 
the  first  Sabaco,  instead  of  commencing  at  that  point,  ended 
there  by  his  abdication,  having  begun  6 years  higher  still,  in 
B.C.  764,  from  the  point  to  which  we  had  been  brought 
down  by  the  generation  of  Bocchoris.  It  is  true  that  in  this 
way  no  years  are  left  for  those  “ many  years”  or  generations 
which  intervened  between  Bocchoris  and  Sabaco ; and  more- 
over Bocchoris  is  brought  into  contact  with  Sabaco,  which 
those  many  generations  were  meant  to  forbid.  But  the  gene- 
rations implied  may  still  intervene  in  the  same  way  as  the  (36 
-1-6  = ) 42  generations  of  Manetho’s  Dynasties  XVI  and 
XVII  intervened  above  between  Amenemhe  IV.  and  Ame- 
nemhe  III.,  that  is,  parenthetically  and  on  paper.  And  as 
regards  years,  they  have  no  claim  to  any,  as  all  the  years  be- 
longing to  them  are  distributed  to  the  generations  enumerated. 
They  are  then  just  like  the  70  kings  of  Ptolemy’s  Dyn.  VII 
whose  years  had  been  given  away  by  Manetho ; and  if  any 
one  wishes  to  know  their  number  he  has  only  to  count  the 
kings  of  Manetho’s  dynasties  between  Thouoris  the  last  of 
Dyn.  XIX  and  Sabaco,  and  see  by  how  many  they  exceed 
the  number  of  Diodorus’s  generations  for  the  same  interval. 
Manetho  then  having  in  his  Dynasties  XX,  XXI,  XXII, 
XXIII,  and  XXIV  (12  + 7 + 9 + 4+ 1=)  33  kings,  and 
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Diodorus  having  covered  all  the  years  of  these  kings  with 

12  generations,  it  is  clear  that  the  “ many  generations  ” in- 
tervening, but  without  years  and  only  on  paper,  between 
Bocchoris  and  Snbaco  are  in  number  21.  Thus  only  can  we 
make  Diodorus’s  account  consistent  with  itself,  and  explain 
the  startling  assertion  that  the  four  Ethiopians  reigned  in 
all  less  than  36  years,  and  those  not  successive  but  at 
intervals.  Between  Aktisanes  the  first  Ethiopian  and  Sa- 
baco  there  will  have  been  “an  interval”  of  some  8 centuries ; 
Sabaco  with  only  6 years  of  personal  rule  in  Egypt  will 
have  reigned  “ no  long  time (though  here,  no  doubt,  there 
is  a direct  contradiction  of  Herodotus,  who  places  his  abdi- 
cation not  before  but  after  the  50  years).  Then  the  existence 
of  native  rulers  during  50  years  is  supported  by  the  assertion 
of  Herodotus  ; only  the  name  of  Anysis  is  dropped,  and  the 
heirs  of  Bocchoris  are  substituted.  And  50  years  make  again 
a long  “ interval”  before  the  fourth  and  last  Ethiopian  reign 
of  Tirhakah.  Or,  if  it  were  allowed  that  the  third  Ethiopian 
also,  Sevechus  or  Sabaco  II.,  had  reigned  in  Egypt  for 
some  short  time,  his  reign  also  would  be  divided  from  that 
of  Sabaco  I.  by  all  the  years  which  Sabaco  I.  survived  after 
his  withdrawal,  and  from  that  of  Tirhakah  by  all  the  years 
of  his  own  survival  after  he  too  had  given  up  the  experiment 
of  governing  Egypt  directly  and  personally.  And,  lastly,  with 

13  years  of  Tirhakah,  and  6 of  Sabaco  I.,  and  1 or  2 perhaps  of 
Sabaco  II.,  it  might  be  supposed  that  the  time  during  which 
the  earlier  Ethiopian  Aktisanes  had  reigned  was  15  years. 
So  of  the  8 generations  wanted  by  Diodorus  to  fill  the  void 
left  by  Herodotus  seven  have  been  supplied  by  inserting 
seven  generations  of  faineants  above  the  pyramid-builders, 
and  the  eighth  is  added  by  reckoning  the  actual  space  of  50 
years,  instead  of  only  an  average  generation,  for  the  native 
contemporary  of  the  two  Sabacos,  besides  giving  two  fresh 
reigns  of  6 and  1 3 years  respectively  to  the  Ethiopians,  1 7 
years  to  anarchy  and  the  Dodecarchy,  and  8 years  unknown 
to  Herodotus  to  the  Saites  of  Dyn.  XXVI.  These  sums 
together  make  94  years ; and  with  the  6 which  Diodorus 
gained  above  by  reckoning  the  actual  reigns  of  Cheops  and 
Cephren,  instead  of  three  abstract  generations,  they  make 
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100,  being  three  full  generations  instead  of  Herodotus’s  two 
generations  of  Sabaco  and  Sethon. 

The  Dodecarchy  according  to  Diodorus  was  the  result  of 
a compromise  after  a time  of  anarchy  which  his  informants 
reduced  to  two  years,  the  Dodecarchy  itself  lasting  pros- 
perously for  fifteen.  “ 'Avapxias  8's  y svop.iin)s  /card  rrjv 
Kiywrrov  hr  h~ij  8vo,  /cal  rcou  sis  rapaxds  /cal  cpovovs 

ifj.<}>v\iovs  Tpnrofievcov,  broirjcrairro  auvwpoaiav  ol  psyicrroi  rci/v 
•tpysp-ovoiv  8d>8s/ca,  /cal  hr  frq  k.  r.  X.  . The  Labyrinth 
having  been  ascribed  with  Manetho  to  its  true  founder, 
and  rightly  said  to  be  more  ancient  than  Dxdalus  and  the 
Cretan  Minos,  Diodorus  is  just  cautious  enough  not  to 
name  it  a second  time,  though  he  inserts  from  Herodotus 
what  relates  to  it,  saying  that  the  twelve  kings  built  them- 
selves near  to  the  Lake  Moans  one  common  sepulchre  a 
stade  in  length  on  every  side;  which  is  clearly  nothing 
else  than  the  Labyrinth  over  again.  The  17  years  take 
him  on  from  B.C.  695  to  B.C.  678,  the  point  from  which  he 
makes  the  Saitc  Dynasty  XXVI  to  commence. 

Psammitichus  L,  he  was  told,  was  envied  by  his  colleagues 
on  account  of  the  lucrative  commerce  which  he  carried  on 
with  the  Phoenicians  and  the  Greeks,  his  territory  happen- 
ing to  border  on  the  sea.  This  was  the  cause  of  their  first 
banding  together  against  him.  As  Diodorus  does  not  give 
the  lengths  of  the  earlier  reigns  of  Dyn.  XXVI  he  may  be 
supposed  to  agree  with  Herodotus;  and  so  the  54  years  of 
Psammitichus  I.  will  take  him  from  B.C.  678  to  B.c.  624,  and 
the  (16  + 6 = ) 22  of  Necho  and  Psammis  will  take  him  on 
to  B.c.  602.  Then  “ four  generations  after  Psammitichus,” 
he  says  (in  which  reckoning  both  the  first  and  the  fourth  are 
included),  “ Apries  reigned  22  years,”  which  take  him  on  to 
B.C.  580.  Of  Apries  he  relates  that  he  spoiled  Phoenicia, 
and  gained  a naval  victory  over  the  Cypriotes.  He  describes 
Amasis  as  being  one  of  the  most  eminent  among  the  Egyp- 
tians  (dvljp  ipef/avijs  Alyirmcos)  when  he  revolted  against 
Apries,  and  says  that  he  reduced  Cyprus,  and  had  reigned 
in  all  55  years  when  Cambyses  in  the  3rd  year  of  the  63rd 
Olympiad,  in  which  Parmenides  of  Camarina  won  the  foot- 
race, invaded  Egypt  So  he  puts  the  invasion  quite  cor- 
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rcctly  in  Cambyscs’s  fifth  year,  B.c.  525.  But  in  the  pre- 
ceding reigns  he  has  15  years  too  many,  viz.  11  too  many  for 
Amasis,  3 too  many  for  Apries,  and  1 too  many  either  for 
Nccho  or  Psammis.  Yet,  as  he  gives  only  17  years  between 
the  Ethiopians  and  Psammitichus  I.,  while  the  true  interval 
was  20,  his  excess  of  15  is  reduced  to  12 ; and  so  the  50 
years  given  by  Herodotus  to  the  Ethiopian,  instead  of 
beginning  in  b.c.  746,  begin  for  him  in  B.C.  758. 

As  the  135  years  reckoned  by  Diodorus  to  the  Persians 
include  three  kings  with  1 1 years  between  Nectanebo  and 
the  passage  of  Alexander,  it  follows  that  he  would  have 
made  for  Cambyses  and  his  seven  successors,  or  for  such 
native  contemporaries  as  disputed  their  sovereignty,  like 
Inaros,  Amyrtams,  and  Pausiris,  a dynasty  with  124  years 
lying  between  the  spring  of  B.c.  525  and  the  autumn  of  B.C. 
402,  and  ending  with  the  3rd  year  of  Artaxerxes  Mncmon. 
Or,  if  we  assume  that  he  gave  124  years  to  the  first  viii 
Persians,  those  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XXVII,  then,  since  the 
remaining  11  years  of  the  135  years  of  the  Persians  ended 
at  the  passage  of  Alexander  in  b.c.  334,  they  must  have 
begun  in  B.C.  345 ; and  Diodorus  by  implication  gives  that 
date  for  the  end  of  the  native  monarchy  (or,  rather,  his 
Egyptian  informants  give  it  for  him ; for  he  himeelf  in  a 
later  book,  lib.  xvi.,  seems  to  put  the  reduction  of  Egypt  by 
“ Artaxerxes- Ochut”  in  B.C.  350).  And  so  he  leaves  be- 
tween the  end  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XXVII  in  B.C.  (525  — 124 
=)402  and  the  commencement  of  Ptolemy’s  Dyn.  XXXI  in 
B.c.  (334  + 11=)  345  the  true  interval  of  57  years,  without 
those  unchronological  additions  of  seven  years  and  eight 
months  which  in  Manetho’s  lists,  if  reckoned  as  they  stand, 
thrust  up  the  conquest  of  Cambyses  into  b.c.  533.  “ And 
from  the  passage  of  Alexander  [in  B.C,  334]  to  Olymp.  180 
[y‘,  which  began  in  July  of  B.C.  58]  there  are  276  years.” 

The  object  of  his  informants  in  lengthening  as  they  did 
the  reigns  of  Amasis  and  Apries,  and  so  carrying  up  the 
accession  of  Psammitichus  I.  too  high  by  15  years,  was  pro- 
bably to  bring  Psammitichus  somewhat  nearer  to  the  Ethio- 
pian who  had  attempted,  according  to  Herodotus,  to  kill 
him  in  his  childhood,  his  long  reign  of  54  years  after  the 
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end  of  the  Dodecarchy  making  it  difficult  to  suppose  him 
even  born  in  the  last  year  of  the  second  Sabaco,  if  that 
ended  in  B.C.  708  (to  say  nothing  of  B.C.  714),  and  if  the 
accession  of  Psammitichus  were  in  B.C.  663,  at  an  interval  of 
45,  or,  according  to  Herodotus,  in  B.C.  670,  at  an  interval  of 
38  years.  To  omit  the  first  three  names  which  stand  at  the 
head  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XXVI  was  a matter  of  course 
with  any  one  who  was  closely  following  Herodotus,  as  those 
names,  even  if  they  had  really  preceded  Psammitichus  I.  in 
chronological  succession,  could  have  represented  one  line 
only  out  of  twelve  concurrent  lines  according  to  the  story  of 
the  Dodecarchy ; and,  on  closer  examination,  not  even  one  ; 
since  Psammitichus  himself  was  one  of  the  Dodecarchs  : and 
so  the  death  of  his  father  Necho,  whose  name  is  the  last  of 
Manetho’s  three,  and  immediately  precedes  that  of  his  son, 
must  be  put  back  first  by  at  least  17  years  to  bring  him 
under  the  power  of  any  Ethiopian,  and  then  by  15  or  16 
more,  both  that  Psammitichus  may  have  been  old  enough  to 
act  a part  in  the  formation  of  the  Dodecarchy,  and  that  his 
father  may  have  been  slain  in  one  of  the  last  years  of  the 
later  Sabaco. 

To  conclude : Diodorus  has  reckoned  53  + 29+1  (Moeris) 
+ 6+1  (Sesoosis)+  1 (Sesoosis  II.)  + “ a-v^vol  ” [that  is  36 
+ 6]  + 2 (Amosis  and  Actisanes)  +1  (Marros)  +5  (of 
anarchy)  + 1 (Proteus)  + 1 (Remphis)  + 7 faineants  + 3 (py- 
ramid-builders) + 1 (Bocchoris)  + “ ttoWoI  \povot  ” [that  is, 
36  — 15  = 21  names  otherwise  unnoticed  between  the  end  of 
Manetho’s  Dyn.  XIX  and  the  beginning  of  his  Dyn.  XXV] 
+ 3 (Ethiopians),  making  in  all  178  kings,  answering  to  (66 
+ 66  + 6 + 12  + 7 + 9 + 4+1  + 3 = ) 174  kings  in  Manetho’s 
lists  down  to  the  same  point ; that  is,  to  the  end  of  the  Ethio- 
pian Dyn.  XXV.  And  if  we  continue  the  parallel  down 
to  the  end  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XXVII,  and  suppose  that 
Diodorus  would  have  agreed  with  him  in  reckoning  8 Per- 
sians to  that  dynasty,  while  in  Dyn.  XXVI  he  has  only  5 
Saites  instead  of  Manetho’s  9,  the  number  of  kings  (equalised 
by  this  difference  at  the  last)  would  be  exactly  the  same, 
viz.  191,  for  both,  the  original  excess  in  Diodorus’s  reckon- 
ing of  4 kings  having  consisted  of  4 successors  of  Nitocris  of 
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Manetho’a  Dyn.  XIII  (VI  of  Ptolemy)  taken  by  some 
accident  from  the  hieratic  lists.  In  years  too  he  would 
have  made  out  either  expressly  or  by  implication  exactly 
the  same  sum  with  Manetho,  viz.  3555  to  Nectanebo,  end- 
ing in  b.c.  345,  had  not  his  informants  as  it  seems  dis- 
allowed and  cut  off  the  63  years  added  by  Manetho  to  his 
first  dynasty  of  kings,  substituting  its  true  sum  of  190  for 
Manetho’s  sum  of  253  years.  Hence  the  total  sum  of  years 
of  kings  accounted  for  by  Diodorus  instead  of  being  3555  is 
(3555  — 63  = ) 3492  to  Nectanebo,  or  3503  to  the  passage  of 
Alexander.  He  has  at  the  same  time  paralleled  and  filled 
up  with  supplementary  generations  or  spaces  of  time  He- 
rodotus’s reckoning  from  the  generation  contemporary  with 
Troy,  neglecting  in  this  present  series  both  Herodotus’s 
statements  and  his  own  statements  made  elsewhere  of  many 
more  kings  before  Proteus  and  Troy,  and  many  more  years, 
than  are  exhibited  by  the  lists  of  Manetho.  Yet,  if  any  one 
had  taxed  him  with  this  as  with  an  inconsistency,  he  might 
have  replied  that  in  this  series  he  did  not  profess  to  give  all 
the  kings  or  years  in  detail ; and  his  informants  might  have 
prompted  him  to  add,  that  having  mentioned  in  one  place 
a “multitude”  of  kings,  and  in  another  “many  generations,” 
without  determining  their  number,  it  was  just  as  open  to 
any  one  to  fill  up  these  blanks  with  a greater  number  of 
kings  to  suit  the  hieratic  lists,  or  even  those  of  Ptolemy,  as 
with  the  smaller  number  needed  to  complete  his  parallel 
with  the  lists  of  Manetho. 

It  is  difficult  to  suppose  that  Diodorus  was  himself  ac- 
quainted with  the  original  work  of  Manetho,  and  yet  abstained 
from  making  a more  copious  use  of  it,  or  quoting  its  author 
by  name.  But  it  is  clear  as  regards  his  informants  that 
besides  their  own  hieratic  lists,  and  both  the  lists  and  the 
full  text  of  Manetho,  to  all  of  which  they  make  manifest 
allusions  (and  probably  the  lists  of  Ptolemy  may  be  added), 
they  were  perfectly  well  acquainted  with  all  that  Herodotus 
had  written  about  Egypt,  as  indeed  Manetho  himself  had 
been  long  before.  And  in  some  points  their  commentary 
upon  Manetho’s  lists,  especially  as  regards  his  last  five 
dynasties,  where  the  true  dates  are  obscured  by  his  unchro- 
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nological  transpositions  and  interpolations,  is  by  no  means 
without  historical  value. 

PASSAGES  RESPECTING  TnE  YEAR,  AND  THE  SOTHIC 
AND  PIKENIX  CYCLES. 

The  earliest  Greek  notice  of  the  Egyptian  year  is  that 
given  above  by  Herodotus,  who  mentions  also  their  calendar, 
in  which  each  of  the  365  days  had  its  own  deity,  and  each  of 
the  xii  months  its  own  likewise.  A little  further  on  he  adds 
that  “ the  Twelve  Gods”  of  the  Greeks  had  been  vtaken 
from  the  Egyptians ; as  if  the  source  of  this  Greek  number 
of  twelve,  which  can  scarcely  be  made  out  otherwise  to  be 
Egyptian,  were  to  be  traced  to  the  gods  of  the  xii  months ; 
though  it  is  true  that  they  do  not  answer  to  the  account  given 
of  them  by  Herodotus,  further  than  in  this,  that  Pan  (Min)  is 
the  fifth,  and  Hercules  (Khons)  the  ninth  of  them.  Diodorus, 
as  has  been  seen  above,  is  somewhat  more  exact  respecting 
the  year  than  Herodotus,  as  he  mentions  the  difference  of  a 
quarter  of  a day  between  the  civil  and  the  natural,  or  at 
least  the  Canicular,  year.  And  Strabo,  who  was  in  Egypt 
with  AElius  Gallus  about  B.C.  20,  carries  us  on  yet  a little 
further,  and  adds  the  mention  of  the  Sothic  Cycle,  in  which 
the  overrunning  quarter  of  a day  was  accumulated  first 
in  the  quadriennium  into  one  whole  day,  and  at  length  in 
365  ( such  quadriennia  into  one  whole  year.  His  words  are 
these : — “ Acyovrai  Be  /cal  darpovopoi  /cal  <f>iXoao<f>oi  p-uXima 
oi  evdavra  lepeis ’ tovtcdv  S'  icrrl  /cal  to  tos  r/pipas  ffi  /card 
oeXrjvrjv  ayeiv,  dXXa  /card  rjXcov,  rots  TpiaKovOr/pepois  ScoSexa 
prjcrlv  brarfomcov  trevre  r/pepas  xaT  eviavrov  exacnov • els  Si  Tip/ 
iKTrXqpa>cnv  tov  SXov  iviavroi),  ermpe-^oirros  poptov  tivos  n/r 
ppepas,  irepioSov  nva  awriOeacriv  if  oX&jv  r/pepcov  /cal  oXa/v 
ivtaincov  toctovtcov  oaa  popia  T(i  briTpe-^oiTa  aweXdbvra  Trout 
r/pepav .”  That  is,  “ as  some  portion  of  a day  overruns  after 
the  end  of  the  civil  year,  and  is  still  needed  to  complete  the 
true  year,  they  make  a certain  period  consisting  of  whole  days 
[viz.  1261]  and  whole  years  [viz.  4],  according  to  the  number 
of  overrunning  quarters  which  united  make  up  one  whole 
day,  and  the  number  again  in  which  the  days  so  formed  accu- 
mulate into  one  whole  year.”  (Lib.  xvii.  p.  806,  Cas.  ap.  Buns. 
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vol.  iil.  p 55.)  Bunsen  also,  following  Lepsius,  translates  a 
passage  from  Horapollo,  a writer  of  the  5th  century  ( Hiero- 
phant. i.  8),  as  follows: — “In  order  to  represent  the 
current  year  the  hierophants  drew  a representation  of  a 
quarter  of  an  acre  (a  land  measure  of  150  feet).  To  name 
it  they  used  the  word  quarter  (rirapTov) ; for  they  say  that 
between  one  rising  and  another  of  the  star  Sothis  there  is  a 
quarter  of  a day  to  be  added,  so  that  the  Year  of  God  [the 
Great  Year,  or  Sothic  Cycle,  or  the  year  accumulated  in  it 
out  of  the  quarters  of  days  ?]  consists  of  365  [great  ?]  days. 
For  tills  reason  also  the  Egyptians  add  [that  is,  carry  to 
account]  every  four  years  a supplemental  day,  for  four 
quarters  make  a whole  day.”  And  he  subjoins  some  words 
quoted  by  Lepsius  (End.  p.  53)  from  Strabo,  asserting  that 
the  eros  (the  year  unit  or  quadrennial  cycle)  consisted  of 
four  iviavroL  (single  years  of  365  days):  “to  Be  eros  tear' 
Alr/xnrriovs  Terrapatv  svuivto>v."  ( Strabo , xvii.  p.  816). 

And  in  a passage  of  Vettius  Valens  (of  the  age  of  the  An- 
tonines)  which  Bunsen  quotes  from  Lepsius,  Ideler  (vol.  i.  pp. 
126,  171),  and  Bainbridge,  the  fixed  epoch  of  the  Egyptian 
natural  pear  is  connected  with  the  heliacal  rising  of  Sirius 
thus : “ The  Egyptians  commenced  their  pear  (viz.  the 

civil  year  in  actual  use)  on  the  1st  of  Thoth,  [and]  their 
natural  pear  at  the  heliacal  rising  of  the  Dogstar.”  But  so 
“ their  year,”  it  is  manifest,  began  together  with  “ their 
natural  year,”  only  (at  intervals  of  1461  civil  or  1460 
natural  years)  when  the  1st  of  the  movable  Thoth  coincided 
with  the  heliacal  rising  of  Sirius. 

It  has  been  shown  by  modem  calculations,  independenthj 
of  anp  historical  testimonp,  that  this  coincidence  at  or  about 
the  latitude  of  Memphis,  where  Sirius  for  several  thousands 
of  years  has  risen  heliacally  on  our  July  20,  occurred  during 
quadriennia  containing  the  years  A.n.  139,  B.C.  1322,  B.C. 
2782,  and  so  on  upwards.  And  there  is  direct  historical 
testimony  that  these  were  in  fact  the  Sothic  epochs  of  the 
Egyptians. 

For  instance,  Censorinus,  after  stating  that  the  great  or 
canicular  year  (annus  magnus  sive  kvvikos)  “ begins  when  the 
heliacal  rising  of  Sirius  occurs  on  the  1st  of  the  movable 
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T ho tli,”  adds  that  in  the  year  when  he  was  writing,  viz. 
E.N.  986  (a.  d.  238),  Thoth  1 was  at  June  25,  and  99  years 
earlier,  in  the  consulship  of  Antoninus  Pius  and  Bruttius 
Pnesens  (a.d.  139),  it  was  at  July  20:  “ Nam,  ut  a nostris, 
ita  ab  iEgyptiis  quidam  anni  in  litteras  relatisunt  [that  is,  are 
used  as  eras],  ut  quos  Nabonazarii  nominant,  quod  a primo 
ejus  imperii  anno  consurgunt,  quorum  hie  dcccclxxxvi 
est ; item  Philippi , qui  ab  cxcessu  Alexandri  Magni  numer- 
antur,  et  ad  hunc  usque  pcrducti  annos  DLXII  consummant. 
Sed  horum  initia  (the  commencements  of  these  Egyptian 
eras ) semper  a primo  die  mensis  ejus  sumuntur  cui  apud 
-iEgvptios  nomen  est  Thoyth,  quique  hoc  anno  fuit  ante 
diem  vii.  Kal.  Jul.  (i.  e.  June  25,  a.d.  238),  cum  annis 
abhinc  centum  (that  is,  99  full  years  earlier)  Imperatore 
Antonino  Pio  et  Bruttio  Prwsente  Coss.  (a.d.  139)  idem 
dies  fuerit  ante  diem  xiii  Kal.  Aug.  (July  20),  quo  tempore 
solet  canicula  in  JEgypto  facere  cxortum.  Quare  scire  etiam 
licet  anni  illius  magni  qui,  ut  supradictum  est,  Solaris  et 
Canicularis  et  Dei  Annus  vocatur  nunc  agi  vertentem  annum 
centesimum 

Pliny  also  ( Lcps . Einl.)  quotes  Manilius  as  saying  that 
“in  B.c.  97,  when  he  wrote,  it  was  [1]225  years  since  the 
beginning  of  the  Cycle.”  But  B.C.  97  + 1255  give  the  date 
B.c.  1322.  The  passage  itself  will  be  given  below. 

Two  allusions  to  the  cyclical  epoch  of  B.c.  1322  under 
dates  given  by  Clement  of  Alexandria  for  the  Exodus  are 
noticed  elsewhere  in  this  work.  But  there  is  another  earlier 
and  remarkable  allusion  to  the  same  by  Josephus,  which 
deserves  attention.  He  writes  that  the  accession  of  Menes 
in  Egypt  was  “above  1300  years  before  Solomon,  long 
before  Abraham.”  Now  the  accession  of  Menes,  being  really 
at  B C.  2224,  preceded  the  birth  of  Abraham,  set  by  Jo- 
sephus’s own  reckoning  at  B.C.  2159,  by  only  65  years;  and 
as  for  Solomon,  to  whom  Josephus  gives  a reign  of  80 
years,  and  below  whom  he  reckons  394  instead  of  390  or 
391  years  of  kings,  if  his  accession  were  set  at  B.C.  (1017  + 
40  + 3 = ) 1060,  the  accession  of  Menes  would  have  preceded 
it  by  only  (2224—1060  = ) 1164  years.  Or,  if  Josephus 
here  corrected  himself,  and  gave  only  40  years  to  Solomon 
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anil  only  390  to  the  kings  after  him  to  the  Captivity,  even  so 
the  accession  of  Menes  preceded  that  of  Solomon  by  only 
(2224  — 1017  = ) 1207  years.  But  the  grounds  on  which 
Josephus  went  in  his  calculation  were  these:  — The  Old 
Chronicle  had  distinctly  named  “ 443  years  of  the  Cynic 
Cycle  ” after  its  Gods  and  Demigods  and  before  Menes.  What 
the  true  nature  of  this  sum  was  has  been  explained  elsewhere ; 
but  it  was  quite  natural,  and  quite  right,  to  understand  that 
“the  Cycle”  was  the  true  Sothic  Cycle  beginning  and  ending 
at  true  Sothic  epochs.  And  since  the  first’443  years  of  the 
Cycle  current  under  the  Ptolemies,  and  still  current  when 
Josephus  wrote,  could  not  be  thought  of  as  preceding  Menes, 
it  seemed  plain  that  the  Cycle  next  preceding  this  must  be 
the  one  intended.  So  Josephus,  or  the  writer  whom  he 
followed,  having  reckoned  up  from  b.c.  1322  to  b.c.  (1322 
+ 1460=)  2782  as  to  the  head  of  the  Cycle  alluded  to, 
deducted  from  that  point  443  years.  Thus  he  obtained  B.C. 
2339,  which  was  really  (b.c.  2339  — 1017  = 1322)  “above 
1300  years  before  the  accession  of  Solomon,”  and  (b.c.  2339 
— 2159  = ) 180  years  above  the  birth  of  Abraham.  And  such 
an  interval  might  with  propriety  be  called  “ long  before 
Abraham,”  which  one  of  65  years  could  not.  Lastly,  it  is  to 
be  noticed  that  in  this  reckoning  Josephus  does  correct  his 
own  peculiarity  of  reckoning  elsewhere  80  years  to  Solomon, 
and  justifies  that  correction  which  has  been  made  for  him 
above  on  the  principle  of  compensation  in  Chapter  I.  For 
if  the  accession  of  Solomon  had  been  put  40  or  43  years  too 
high,  that  of  Menes  would  have  been  not  “ more  than  1300  ” 
but  less  (by  about  20)  than  1300  years  before  it. 

M.  Biot  has  quoted  from  a MS.  probably  of  Theon  of 
Alexandria,  who  wrote  near  the  end  of  the  4th  century,  a 
passage  referring  to  the  100th  year  of  the  era  of  Diocletian, 
and  giving  a rule  how  to  find  the  date  of  the  heliacal  rising 
of  Sirius  for  it  or  for  any  other  year  in  the  fixed  or  Alex- 
andrian calendar  of  Egypt,  but  through  the  old  movable 
calendar.  The  fixed  calendar  was  introduced  in  b.c.  26 
with  the  commencement  of  the  5th  Egyptian  year  of  Au- 
gustus, Thoth  1 being  thenceforth  attached  in  every  leap 
year  to  August  30,  but  in  common  years  to  August  29. 
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Theon’s  rule  is  as  follows:  “For  example,”  he  writes, 

“ in  the  year  1 00  of  [the  era  of]  Diocletian  we  take  from 
[the  era  of]  Menophres  \_Setnecht  or  Amenephthcs  of  Ma- 
netho’s  Dynasty  XIX,  the  predecessor  of  Rameses  III.]  to 
the  end  [the  disuse  of  the  era]  of  Augustus  1605  years,  and 
thence  100,  making  in  all  1705  years.”  [So  there  were 
1461  vague  years  from  July  20  B.C.  1322  to  July  20  a.d. 
139,  and  thence  145  to  a.d.  284  ; and  100  more  to  the 
year  proposed].  “Divide  these  1705  years  by  4,  and  you 
get  426  [for  the  number  of  the]  quadriennia.  Add  to  426 
the  number  5,  and  you  have  431.  Deduct  from  431  as 
many  units  as  there  were  then  [viz.  in  a.d.  384,  when  the 
era  of  Augustus  was  disused]  quadriennia  [since  its  adoption 
in  B.c.  26],  and  these  are  102.  Then  for  the  remaining  329 
count  off  329  days  from  Thoth  1,  giving  30  to  each  month, 
and  you  will  find  the  heliacal  rising  of  Sirius  to  be  on  the 
29th  of  Epiphi  [the  11th  month]  in  this  present  year  of 
Diocletian.  And  the  like  do  for  any  other  year.” 

Two  other  passages  which  are  also  quoted,  the  one  from 
Porphyry , and  the  other  from  the  Scholiast  on  Aratus,  are 
remarkable,  because  in  the  first  of  the  two  the  commence- 
ment of  the  natural  year  with  the  heliacal  rising  of  Siriu3  is 
spoken  of  as  if  it  were  still  under  the  sign  of  Cancer,  in  the 
other  as  being  under  that  of  Leo.  Porphyry  (De  Antro 
Nymph.,  p.  246,  ed.  Cantab.)  writes  that  “ the  Egyptians  do 
not  begin  their  [natural]  year  with  Aquarius,  but  with 
Cancer  ; for  with  this  sign  of  the  Crab  comes  the  star  Sothis, 
which  the  Greeks  call  the  Dogstar ; and  the  heliacal  rising 
of  Sothis  is  their  new  year  ( ’Novpgvla ).” 

But  the  Scholiast  on  Aratus  (1.  152)  speaks  of  the  sign 
under  which  Sirius  actually  rose,  viz.  the  sign  of  Leo: 
“ The  whole  sign  of  the  Lion  is  dedicated  to  the  Sun ; for 
then  the  Nile  rises  [the  Nile  however  begins  to  rise  at  the 
solstice],  and  the  Dogstar  rises  at  the  eleventh  hour  (that  is, 
at  dawn).  At  this  period  the  [natural]  year  commences ; 
and  the  Dogstar  and  its  rising  are  considered  as  sacred  to 
Isis.”  ( Bunsen , Egypt,  Sfc.  vol.  iii.  pp.  53,  54.) 

Besides  the  Sothic  there  was  another  great  Cycle  which 
wras  in  a manner  its  supplement  and  correction.  The  exist- 
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ence  of  this  was  first  obscurely  hinted  to  the  Greeks  through 
Herodotus’s  fable  of  the  Phoenix.  “ There  is  also,”  he 
writes  (lib.  ii.  c.  73),  another  sacred  bird  called  the  Phoenix” 
(the  palm-bird).  “ I cannot  say  that  I ever  myself  saw  it, 
except  as  painted;  nor  was  it  likely  that  I should,  since  it 
comes  to  them  only  at  long  intervals,  intervals  (as  the 
Heliopolites  say)  of  500  years.  And  it  comes,  they  say, 
precisely  then  when  its  father  has  died.  For  size  and  ap- 
pearance, if  it  is  really  like  what  it  is  painted,  its  plumage  is 
a mixture  of  red  and  gold,  and  in  general  form,  and  in  size 
too,  it  most  resembles  an  eagle.  This  Phoenix  they  say  does  as 
follows, — thougli  I cannot  believe  them  : — Taking  wing  from 
Arabia,  it  brings  to  the  temple  of  the  Sun  [in  Heliopolis] 
its  father  embalmed  in  myrrh,  and  entombs  him  there  in  the 
temple  [that  is,  the  new  Cycle  buries  and  succeeds  the  old 
in  the  hieratic  reckoning  kept  by  the  priests  at  Heliopolis]. 
They  say  that  it  proceeds  thus : — First,  it  moulds  an  egg 
of  myrrh  of  just  that  size  and  weight  which  it  can  carry. 
Next,  it  makes  trial  whether  it  can  lift  and  carry  it ; and 
■when  it  has  made  sure  that  it  will  do,  it  hollows  out  the 
middle  of  the  egg,  puts  its  father  in,  and  closes  over  the 
surface  of  the  hollow  with  fresh  myrrh.  And  after  all  this 
has  been  done,  and  the  father  has  been  thus  encased,  the 
weight  of  the  egg  remains  exactly  what  it  was  before  ” [that 
is,  0 + 0 = 0,  hinting  that  the  whole  is  a fable].  “ And,  having 
so  embalmed  and  encased  its  father,  the  Phoenix  flies  off 
with  him  in  the  direction  of  Egypt,  and  carries  him  to  the 
temple  of  the  Sun.  So,  they  say,  this  bird  does.” 

The  true  sense  of  this  fable  is  brought  out  by  later 
writers.  For  instance,  Lepsius  quotes  from  Synesius  {Dion. 
p.  49,  ed.  Pet.  1622.)  these  words  ; “ tov  (Poivmos,  a>  ras  irepi- 
oBovs  perpovaiv  ol  ALylrrmor”  and  from  Nonnus,  who  was  a 
native  of  Panopolis  {Dionys.  xl.  394),  the  following  : — 

“ XiXiertjf  oocfwi  opvis  . . . 

(Pou'it;  Tsp/xa  fit'oio  <f>epcov  ainoenropoo  apX’lv 
T iKTSTai,  loinirrroio  xpovov  TraXu'dyperos  ItKWV. 
Avaas  S’  In  ir vpl  y ijpas  d/ieifterai  sk  Trvpos  ijt3>]V.” 

Manilius,  as  quoted  by  Pliny,  not  only  explained  the 
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fabulous  bird  to  mean  a Cycle,  but  indicates  the  distinctive 
nature  of  this  Cycle  by  adding  that  it  “brought  the  year 
round  to  the  same  point  of  the  zodiac  and  of  the  natural 
seasons  from  which  it  had  started And  this  is  what  the 
Sothic  Cycle  did  not.  “ Vivere  annis  DIX  ” [aliter  DXI,  XL, 
DXL,  dlx,  dclx,  but  the  true  number  should  be  either  D or 
Dll]  “ cum  hujus  alitis  vita  magni  convcrsionem  anni 
[fieri]  prodidit  idem  Manilius,  iterumque  significationes  tem- 
pestatum  et  siderum  easdem  reverti:  hoc  autem  circa  meri- 
diem inciperc  quo  die  signum  Arictis  sol  intraverit ; et 
fuisse  ejus  convcrsionis  annum  prodente  se,  P.  Licinio  Cn. 
Cornelio  Coss.,  ducentesimum  quintum  decimum”  [aliter 
ccxxv,  which  is  the  true  reading].  These  Consuls  belong 
to  A.  u.  C.  657  of  Varro,  or  b.c.  97;  and  b.c.  97  + 225 
give  B.c.  322 ; to  which  last  date  1000  years  more,  which 
have  fallen  out,  must  be  added,  and  then,  after  restoring 
“ [m]ccxxv,”  we  shall  obtain  the  date  B.c.  1322.  And  it 
appears  that  though  the  nature  of  the  Phoenix  Cycle  is 
rightly  indicated  in  the  first  part  of  the  quotation,  there  is  a 
double  error  in  the  latter  part,  since  the  first  point  of  the 
sign  Aries  suited  neither  for  the  epoch  of  the  Phoenix  nor 
for  that  of  the  Sothic  Cycle  (though  the  same  sign  it  is  true  is 
mentioned  also  in  connection  with  the  (’nroKardarTaacs  of  the 
Old  Chronicle) ; and  the  figures,  when  restored,  show  that 
after  beginning  with  the  Phoenix  Cycle  Manilius  passed 
unconsciously  to  the  Sothic.  The  same  confusion  is  to  be 
found  in  other  passages,  in  which  the  1461  years  of  the 
Sothic  Cycle  are  expressly  assigned  for  the  Phoenix,  whether 
as  a bird  or  as  a period.  (Comp.  Plin.  Hist.  Nat.  xxx.  3.) 

What  the  true  epoch  of  the  Phoenix  Cycle  was  is  indicated, 
Lepsius  thinks,  by  Iiorapollo,  who  says  that  the  Phoenix 
among  other  things  symbolises  the  overflow  (TrXyppvpav),  that 
is,  the  rise  of  the  Nile,  as  it  is  an  emblem  of  the  Sun,  the 
rise  of  the  Nile  being  coincident  with  the  summer  solstice. 
And  hence,  if  the  Sothic  and  the  Phoenix  Cycles  were  taken 
to  have  originally  commenced  together  in  b.c.  3285,  which 
historically  they  cannot  have  done,  but  which  they  might  be 
shown  to  have  done  by  retrospective  calculation,  this  would 
increase  the  probability  of  these  two  Cycles  being  sometimes 
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confounded  together.  For  the  Egyptian  priests  according 
to  Porphyry  made  the  summer  solstice  (and  Vettius  Valens 
adds  Thoth  1 in  conjunction)  to  have  been  the  original  starting 
point  for  all  their  Cycles,  and  for  the  natale  mundi  itself. 

But  in  truth,  if  only  it  be  allowed  on  testimony  that  this 
Cycle  was  to  bring  round  the  calendar  to  the  same  point  of 
the  natural  seasons,  M.  Biot’s  calculations  of  themselves 
suffice  to  show  that  its  true  number  of  vague  Egyptian 
years  must  have  been  1506  ; that  its  natural  epochs  or  com- 
mencements (at  which  Pachons  1 was  in  conjunction  with 
the  summer  solstice,  and  the  present  names  of  the  Egyptian 
tetramenia  agreed  with  the  actual  seasons)  were  quadriennia 
containing  the  years  u.C.  275,  B.C.  1780,  B c.  3285,  and  so 
on  upwards ; and  further,  that  the  natural  subdivisions  of 
this  great  Phoenix  year,  or  Cycle  of  1506  vague  years,  into 
its  three  great  seasons  would  consist  of  three  equal  portions 
of  502  vague  years  each.  And  this  calculation  of  itself 
shows  that  either  the  exact  term  of  502  or  one  of  “ about 
500  ” years  would  naturally  belong  to  the  Phoenix ; and  that 
if  other  sums  of  1004  or  about  1000,  and  1506  or  1505  or 
about  1500,  were  also  mentioned,  there  would  be  in  this  no 
sort  of  inconsistency.  If  any  one  knew  how  the  first  2922 
years  of  human  time  were  treated  in  the  hieratic  and  other 
schemes  as  two  Sothic  Cycles,  and  given  to  the  old  world,  he 
would  not  be  surprised  if  even  larger  sums  of  3012,  3000,  or 
6000  years,  meaning  two  or  four  Phcenix  Cycles,  were  to 
occur  in  connection  with  the  idea  of  a cosmical  or  of  a psy- 
chological aTTOKa-dcrTacns.  And,  on  the  other  hand,  when  it 
is  observed  that  from  the  time  of  Dyn.  XV  of  Manctho 
(XII  of  Ptolemy),  or  from  a time  still  earlier,  the  Egyptians 
had  not  only  festivals  for  the  first  day  of  each  month,  but 
also  for  the  halving  of  each  month,  it  becomes  quite  intelli- 
gible that  we  should  find  even  so  low  a number  as  251  or 
about  250  years  named  as  a sufficient  interval  between  two 
appearances  of  the  Phcenix.  It  might  be  very  natural,  then, 
or  rather  a matter  of  course,  to  assert  that  a Phoenix  had 
appeared  at  or  about  M.  Biot’s  date  of  b.c.  275,  “ under 
that  Ptolemy  who  reigned  third  of  the  Macedonians,”  that 
is,  under  Ptolemy  Philadelphus  (“  sub  Ptolemrco,  qui  ex 
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Macedonibus  tertius  regnavit”);  and  Tacitus  may  have 
been  mistaken,  as  Lepsius  suggests  he  was,  in  reckoning  to 
the  third  from  Soter,  instead  of  reckoning  to  the  third  from 
Alexander.  Another  appearance,  if  set  251  years  above 
B.C.  275,  in  B.C.  525,  might  be  just  included  within  the 
reign  of  Amasis,  under  whom  Egypt  was  said  to  have 
enjoyed  great  material  prosperity ; while  for  Cambyscs,  even 
if  the  Phoenix  had  flown  by  chance  to  his  first  or  second 
year,  such  an  honour  would  have  been  improper.  In  B.C. 
(526  + 251  =)  776,  the  next  epoch  above,  the  Saites  of  Dyn. 
XXI Y,  of  whom  the  unfortunate  Bocchoris  was  the  last,  were 
not  likely  to  attract  a Phoenix.  Nor  was  Egypt  prospering 
in  B.c.  (776  + 251  = ) 1027,  when  the  Theban  line  was  near 
its  end,  and  exercised  perhaps  only  a divided  sovereignty. 
But  in  B.C.  (1027  + 251  = ) 1278,  two  Phoenix  seasons  above 
the  epoch  of  M.  Biot’s  calculation  in  B.c.  275  and  one  below 
B.c.  1780  (some  one  year  of  a quadriennium  containing 
which  was  probably  the  first  actual  epoch  of  this  Cycle),  the 
reign  of  Rameses  III.,  the  Sesostris,  chronologically  at  least, 
of  Herodotus,  was  quite  appropriate  for  the  appearance  of 
the  Phoenix.  The  epoch  too  of  the  Sothic  Cycle  had  only 
just  preceded  the  accession  of  the  same  king.  And  above  the 
time  of  Sesostris  no  earlier  appearance  of  the  Phoenix  is 
mentioned  by  Tacitus  (Annal.  vi.  28.)  nor  by  others. 

Owing  to  causes,  some  at  least  of  which  are  still  plain, 
there  was  always  some  difficulty  or  uncertainty  in  fixing  the 
precise  year  or  day  on  which  the  season-festivals  of  the 
Phoenix  Cycle  were  to  be  kept.  JElian  (in  a passage  quoted 
by  Lepsius,  Nat.  Anim.  vi.  58.)  describes  how  “ the  Egyp- 
tians themselves  and  even  the  priests  are  all  ignorant  or 
disagreed  about  the  time,  till  the  bird  comes  and  settles  the 
question  ; and  as  soon  as  the  priests  announce  the  fact  they 
all  keep  the  festival.” 

There  seems  also  to  have  been  some  connection  between 
the  Phoenix,  bird  and  Cycle,  which  brought  back  the  seasons, 
and  an  uiroKardcnacns  or  return  of  the  soul  after  death. 
The  palm  in  Coptic  is  <f>evi,  and  the  sprout  of  the  palm  in 
hieroglyphics  is  the  symbol  of  the  pear.  It  is  called  /3af, 
whence  the  Greek  word  /3 ats.  Horapollo  says  that  /3at 
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signifies  also  the  soul;  and  this  assertion  is  confirmed  by  the 
hieroglyphical  inscriptions,  in  which  it  seems  to  have  the 
sound  of  “ bey.”  It  is  commonly  represented  as  a bird  (we 
are  here  abridging  from  Lepsius)  with  a human  head,  often 
too  with  human  arms,  in  the  attitude  of  prayer.  It  seems 
that  it  was  used  as  a figure  for  the  soul  purified  through  its 
period  of  wandering,  and  brought  to  its  d-rroKaTacnacns. 
Ilorapollo  says  that  it  “ signifies  a soul  which  passes  a long 
time  on  earth,”  and  again,  “a  soul  which  after  along  time  re- 
turns home  from  a strange  land.”  “ KaXflrai  irap  Alyinnlois 
6 iepai;  fiaa'jd,  tovtscttl  sjrv)(f)  Kal  xapBia,"  And  again : 
“ AiroKuTatnamv  Be  TroXv^poviov  f3avXop,evoi  app-P/vai,  <poivota 
to  opveov  %a>ypa<f>ov<n.”  And  elsewhere  : “ Be 

hrravda  ttoXvv  ypovov  Biarplffovcrav  f3ovXop,evoi  ypdijrai 
<f>o(vaca  to  opveov  %ioypa(f)oucnv.”  And  lastly,  “ Kat  tov 
ypoviws  Ss  unb  %£vi)s  briBripovina  BgXovvres  n rdXiv  <f>oivuca  to 
opveov  fyr/pa(f>ovtJu"  ( Ilorap . Ilierogl.  i.  7,  ii.  57,  i.  34,  and 
i.  35.)  Lepsius  mentions  further  that  in  the  sculptures  at 
Medinet  Ilabou  (of  Raineses  III.)  the  Phoenix,  instead  of 
having,  as  it  commonly  has,  a bird’s  body  with  perhaps  a 
human  head  and  arms  extended  in  prayer,  is  represented 
with  a bird’s  head  only,  and  all  the  rest  of  it  as  a man,  with 
the  arms  in  the  same  attitude  of  prayer  in  which  they  are 
usually  attached  to  the  bird.  It  has  a star  before  it.  This 
is  the  king  himself  in  the  form  of  the  Phoenix.  (The  Roman 
“Divus”  too  wras  in  later  times  expressed  by  the  star.) 
Often  before  the  bird  there  is  the  word  “ rechit  ” or  “ rechi, ” 
which  is  rendered  “ the  pure  [spirits],”  from  a root  signify- 
ing to  wash.  It  designates  then  the  human  souls  purified  at 
the  end  of  their  wanderings.  In  the  tombs  of  Beni-Hassan, 
and  in  others  of  the  time  of  the  pyramids,  the  Phoenix 
occurs  also  without  the  human  arms  extended  in  prayer, 
and  simply  as  a bird,  with  the  same  word  “ rechi."  But  in 
these  cases  it  is  very  like  the  bird  called  Kibitz,  with  its  tuft 
on  the  back  of  the  head.  We  have  it  once  also  as  the 
emblem  of  a period  of  time,  viz.  on  the  sarcophagus  of  the 
queen  v Inclines , found  at  Thebes  and  now  in  the  British 
Museum,  where  Osiris  is  styled  “king  of  the  periods  of  the 
pure  spirits,”  that  is,  the  periods  of  the  Phoenix. 
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In  the  Egyptian  lists  of  Syncellus,  copied,  seemingly,  from 
those  of  Anianus  and  Panodorus,  and  so  of  the  5th  century, 
it  is  noted  of  Aseth,  the  last  of  the  six  Shepherds  of  Ma- 
netho’s  Dyn.  XVII  as  given  by  Josephus,  that  “ he  added  to 
the  year  the  5 epagomena and  made  it  to  consist  thenceforth 
of  365  days,  whereas  before  it  had  had  only  360.”  (The 
original  Greek  may  be  found  in  Chapter  VII.)  It  is  true 
that  a further  notice  follows,  that  “ in  his  time  the  deified 
calf  was  named  Apis,”  which  is  an  unmeaning  corruption 
and  transposition  of  a notice  attached  by  Manetho  to  Bochus, 
the  second  king  of  his  second  Dynasty  of  Tanites.  But  this 
is  easily  accounted  for,  as  Anianus  had  cut  off  and  disallowed 
all  Manetho’s  early  dynasties  as  anterior  to  the  Dispersion, 
but  still  wished  to  reproduce  his  admission  that  the  deifica- 
tion of  beasts  had  commenced  only  under  the  kings.  So  lie 
ascribed  it,  however  unsuitably,  to  the  Shepherds,  that  it 
might  be  somewhat  earlier  than  the  Exodus.  But  the  other 
notice  respecting  the  year  must  also  have  had  some  Egyp- 
tian source ; and  it  is  remarkable  that  it  is  found  attached 
to  a reign  which,  as  may  be  collected  from  Manetho’s  lists, 
covered  the  space  between  the  years  1797  and  1748  B.C. 
What  makes  tins  to  be  so  remarkable  is  the  fact  that  it  was 
in  a quadriennium  containing  the  year  B.C.  1780,  and  so 
precisely  under  this  king  Aseth,  that  Pachons  1 coincided 
with  the  summer  solstice,  and  the  names  of  the  tetramenia 
following  were  in  agreement  with  the  actual  seasons.  The 
phases  of  the  moon  too  then  began  in  conjunction  with  the 
Egyptian  months.  And  from  certain  indications,  entirely 
independent  of  any  tradition  or  testimony,  both  M.  Biot 
himself  and  others  have  conjectured  that  at  some  time  or 
other,  and  most  likely  at  or  near  this  date  of  B.C.  1780,  a 
change  was  made  in  the  year  and  the  calendar,  so  as  to 
bring  it  to  its  present  form ; and  especially  that  the  5 epago- 
menee  were  then  either  first  introduced  or  transposed,  so  as 
to  come  before  Thoth  instead  of  Pachons.  It  is  to  be  ob- 
served moreover  that  Syncellus’s  notice  attached  to  Aseth 
is  certainly  older  than  a variation  from  it  which  is  connected 
by  one  of  the  Scholiasts  on  the  Tirnseus  of  Plato  with  Suites, 
and  which  is  quoted  by  some  as  “ a valuable  fragment  pre- 
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served  from  the  original  Manetho,”  whereas,  in  truth,  it  is 
from  the  Manetho  of  Eusebius ; and  the  cause  of  its  being 
transferred  from  Aseth  to  Saites  is  this,  that  Eusebius  had 
suppressed  two  out  of  the  six  Shepherds,  Aseth  being  one  of 
the  two,  and  had  besides  cut  down  the  years  of  the  dynasty 
from  260  to  103,  in  order  to  pass  it  off  as  Dyn.  XVII  of  the 
Old  Chronicle  which  had  four  kings  (Memphites,  however, 
and  not  Shepherds)  and  103  years.  Only  in  one  point  the 
notice  of  the  Scholiast  is  a little  less  worthless  than  it  would 
have  been  had  he  copied  from  the  original  Manetho  instead 
of  copying  indirectly  from  Ptolemy,  that  Saites  has  his  true 
name ; whereas,  according  to  the  original  Manetho,  the  first 
king  whom  the  Shepherds  — who  afterwards  built  Jerusalem 
— set  up  over  themselves  (to  reign  in  Memphis),  was  named 
not  from  the  god  of  the  Sethroitic  or  Saitic  Nome,  but  from 
the  first  king  of  the  Hebrews,  Salatis  or  Saul,  the  name 
being  slightly  varied,  as  Osarsiph  is  varied  from  Joseph. 
But  that  the  Scholiast  is  really  citing  from  Eusebius  is 
manifest,  for  he  names  all  the  four  kings,  and  only  the  four, 
of  Eusebius,  and  adds  Eusebius’s  sum  for  the  four  reigns, 
viz.,  “ 103  years.”  It  is  observable  besides  that  lie  makes 
the  change  spoken  of  to  have  consisted  in  “ adding  half  a 
day  to  the  month,  so  as  to  bring  it  up  [from  29£]  to  30  days, 
and  6 [read  5]  days  to  the  year,  so  as  to  make  it  consist  of 
365  days.”  “ 'O  ’Zaitrjs  TrpooedijKS  tw  prjvl  upas  iff,  us  slvai 
rjfiepuv  xal  tco  hnauru  rjfispas  f [read  s'],  xai  '■/eyovev 
t)pspd>v  rfs’.”  Some,  finding  the  addition  of  the  epagomence 
ascribed  in  one  text  to  Aseth  the  last  and  in  another  to  Saites 
the  first  of  the  six  Shepherds,  have  inferred  that  it  was  pro- 
bably made  under  some  one  king  or  other  of  the  same 
dynasty.  And  the  inference,  until  further  evidence  be 
found,  is  allowable.  It  is  also  to  be  remembered  that  as 
facts  were  likely  to  be  misplaced  whenever  there  was  a 
reason,  so,  whenever  facts  arc  found  to  have  been  misplaced, 
a reason  is  to  be  looked  for.  Two  or  three  scattered  circum- 
stances in  this  case,  if  put  together,  may  perhaps  alford  a 
hint,  though  a slight  and  uncertain  one.  Claudius  Ptolemy’s 
astronomical  observations  are  attached  to  one  taken  on  the 
69th  day  of  N.E.  887  or  Sept.  26  in  a.i>.  139,  the  year  of  the 
Sothic  epoch;  and  two  Arab  writers  have  mentioned  obscr- 
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vat  ions  “ of  the  Egyptian  Hermes  older  by  1985  years  than 
those  of  Ptolemy;”  as  old,  that  is,  as  b.C.  (1985—  138  =) 
1847.  There  should  then  have  been  living  about  B.C.  1847, 
which  is  under  the  same  dynasty  with  Aseth  but  earlier  than 
his  reign,  some  man  very  remarkable  for  science  and  wis- 
dom, so  that  he  might  even  be  called  a Thoth  or  Hermes. 
Again,  the  introduction  of  a scientific  system  of  land-survey- 
ing is  somewhere  ascribed  to  Sesostris,  meaning  Sesortasen 
III.,  who  was  king  in  Upper  Egypt  at  this  very  same  date. 
The  name  “ Ilermes ” will  carry  us  still  further.  For  in  a 
notice  occurring  elsewhere  (in  which  care  was  taken  to 
mention  neither  %the  time,  nor  the  name  of  the  king),  it 
is  said  that  certain  years  of  prodigiously  abundant  harvests 
were  once  introduced  by  the  appearance  of  a double-headed 
and  again  of  a four-headed  crane,  the  crane  being  the  hiero- 
glyph of  Thoth  or  Ilermes,  as  if  it  had  been  said  “ by  the 
appearance  of  a very  great  and  wonderful  interpreter .”  (The 
second  or  four-headed  crane  is  merely  a reduplication,  to 
distract  attention,  like  the  multiplication  of  floods  and  con- 
flagrations.) We  know  now  when  those  unexampled  harvests 
were  announced,  and  by  whom ; that  it  was  under  the  reign 
of  the  Shepherd  king  Apophis;  at  the  date  B.C.  1878;  and 
that  the  same  “ Hermes  ” ruled  Egypt  directly  or  by  his 
counsels  for  80  years,  till  B.C.  1798 ; so  that  the  reign  of 
Sesortasen  III.  also,  and  the  date  to  which  the  observations 
“of  Ilermes ” were  assigned  by  the  two  Arab  writers,  are 
both  included.  It  is  open  then  to  surmise  that  some  altera- 
tion of  the  calendar,  and  the  transposition  perhaps,  if  not  the 
original  addition,  of  the  epagomenoe  was  either  made  during 
his  lifetime,  under  Apophis  or  Janias,  or  rather,  perhaps, 
under  Aseth,  after  his  death,  in  accordance  with  recommend- 
ations and  calculations  which  he  had  left. 

In  connection  with  this  subject  it  may  be  remarked  that 
though  an  apparent  coincidence  of  the  heliacal  rising  of 
Sirius  and  the  solstice  would  extend  only  for  500  or  GOO 
years  on  either  side  of  the  epoch  of  their  true  coincidence 
(which  was  according  to  M.  Biot  in  a quadrieunium  in- 
cluding the  year  b.c.  3285),  it  by  no  means  follows  that 
therefore  the  idea  of  this  coincidence,  as  still  existing,  must 
have  ceased  at  an  interval  of  500  or  600  years  below  B.c. 
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3285  throughout  all  Egypt.  If  Sirius  rose  at  Memphis  in 
B.c.  3285j  that  is,  186  years  before  the  Flood,  exactly  at 
the  solstice,  then  502  vague  years  later,  viz.  in  b.c.  2783  or 
317  years  after  the  Flood,  when  there  would  be  already  in 
reality  an  interval  of  between  3 and  4 days,  this  discrepancy 
(owing  to  the  uncertainties  of  actual  observation)  would 
scarcely  be  noticed  by  the  first  settlers  of  Lower  Egypt ; 
while  higher  up  the  country,  at  Thebes  for  instance,  and  at 
Syene,  where  Sirius  rises  5 and  6 days  earlier,  the  true  coin- 
cidence of  his  rising  with  the  solstice  would  not  as  yet  have 
been  even  quite  attained.  So  we  may  go  down  from  B.C. 
2783  a second  Phoenix  season  of  502  vagu«4 years,  and  arrive 
at  B.c.  2281,  before  the  apparent  discrepancy  even  at  the 
latitude  of  Memphis  would  be  very  considerable.  But  after 
a third  Phoenix  season,  viz.  about  B.C.  (2281  — 502  = ) 1780, 
the  date  which  fixes  so  much  the  attention  of  M.  Biot,  the 
real  discrepancy  at  Memphis  had  grown  to  something  over 
10  days,  aud  the  fixed  apparent  discrepancy  would  not  be 
less  than  5 days ; while  at  Thebes  also  the  true  discrepancy 
would  have  grown  to  about  5 days,  and  so  it  would  be  be- 
ginning to  be  noticed  as  considerable ; and  it  would  be  known 
to  be  increasing.  At  this  precise  time  the  three  Egyptian 
seasons  of  the  present  calendar,  and  the  twelve  months  be- 
ginning from  the  Water-Season  and  from  the  1st  of  Paehons, 
either  found  themselves  in  agreement  or  were  brought  into 
agreement  with  the  actual  seasons,  beginning  from  the  sol- 
stice, with  which  Paehons  1 then  coincided.  The  phases  of 
the  moon  also  began  then  together  with  the  months  from 
the  same  date.  And  at  this  time  it  is  that  M.  Biot  finds 
grounds  for  thinking  that  the  five  epayomena:  must  have 
been  cither  added  or  transposed  so  as  to  come  after  the  end 
of  Mesori  before  Thoth  1.  In  the  latter  case  they  would  be 
suppressed  at  the  place  where  they  had  stood  previously,  viz. 
at  the  end  of  Pharmouthi  before  Paehons  1,  Paehons  having 
been  before  perhaps  the  first  month  of  the  year.  One  chief 
reason  for  such  a suppression  and  transposition  of  five  days 
from  before  Paehons  1 may  have  been  to  make  that  day  and 
the  commencement  of  the  Water-Season  to  coincide  in  b.c. 
1780  with  the  summer  solstice  and  with  the  commencement 
of  the  rise  of  the  Nile,  instead  of  being  5 days  later. 
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Some  light  has  been  thrown  on  this  question  by  the 
monuments ; and  more  perhaps  may  still  be  obtained  by  the 
study  of  known  or  the  discovery  of  fresh  inscriptions.  Not 
only  is  the  notation  of  the  year  of  365  days  with  the  five 
ejtagomenoe  to  be  seen  marked  on  a wooden  chest  of  the  time 
of  Amunoph  I.  of  Dyn.  XVIII  now  in  the  Museum  of 
Turin,  but  Lepsius  has  turned  attention  to  an  inscription  at 
Beni-IIassan,  in  the  tomb  of  a nobleman  named  Chnoum- 
hotep,  in  which  the  deceased,  who  was  made  governor  in  the 
city  of  Mcnat-Choufou  in  the  19th  year  of  Amenemhe  II. 
(b.C.  1914-1913),  and  who  is  represented  receiving  some 
Asiatics  ( Aamou ) in  the  6th  year  of  Sesortasen  II.  (b.C. 
1897-1896),  relates  of  himself  how  he  “ had  paid  honour  to 
the  name  of  his  father,  had  been  liberal  to  the  sanctuaries, 
had  worshipped  his  images  in  the  temples,  had  given  them 
their  sacrifices  and  pure  libations,  had  distributed  corn  to 
the  priests,  — and,  lastly,  how  he  had  offered  oblations  on 
all  the  festivals  of  the  dead,  viz.  on  those  of  the  New  Year 
(Thoth  1 of  the  civil  or  vague  year),  of  the  Rise  i.  e.  of  the 
commencement  of  the  Sun-year  (viz.  of  the  fixed  or  canicular 
year);  of  the  Great  Year  (of  the  quadrennial  cycle  ?);  of  the 
Little  Year  (the  lunar  year  of  354  days  ?) ; of  the  Year’s  End ; 
of  the  Great  Panegyry  (viz.  after  every  30  years,  or  month 
of  years,  four  of  which  months,  or  120  years,  would  make 
as  it  were  one  season  of  the  Sothic  Cycle) ; of  the  Great 
Heat*  (viz.  of  the  month  Mechir);  of  the  Little  Heat  (of  the 
month  Phamenoth) ; of  the  Five  Epagomence  of  the  year;  that 
of  the  Sheteta  ; the  twelve  Month  Festivals ; the  twelve  Half- 
month Festivals ; and,  lastly,  all  the  Commencement  Festivals 
of  the  Plain  and  of  the  Hill.”  ( Brugsch , Histoire  (TEggptc, 
p.  59.)  So  the  five  epagomense  seem  to  have  been  already 
in  use  at  least  as  early  as  b.C.  1914,  though  Chnoumhotcp 
himself  may  have  died,  if  it  so  happened,  as  late  or  later  than 
b.C.  1780;  and  if  they  were  “ added  ” or  inserted  after  the 
end  of  Mcsori  at  or  near  this  latter  date,  in  the  time  of  Aseth, 
this  “ addition  ” must  be  understood  to  have  been  simul- 
taneous with  the  suppression  of  them  in  another  place,  and 
so  to  have  been  only  a transposition.  Still  earlier,  in  the 
reign  of  Papa  Maire  (b.c.  1994  to  1974),  it  is  mentioned  in 
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an  inscription  of  his  18th  year,  in  the  valley  of  Ilamamnt, 
according  to  some  that  he  celebrated  a ‘‘Great  Panegyry” 
(that  is,  the  Thirty-year  Festival),  but  according  to  M. 
Brugsch,  that  he  “ celebrated  for  the  Jirst  time  the  Panegyry 
of  a period  the  length  of  which  is  unknown.” 

The  Demotic  or  Coptic  names  of  the  Egyptian  months 
seem,  according  to  Lcpsius,  by  their  signification,  and  by  the 
deities  with  which  they  are  connected,  to  be  of  Thcbltn 
origin.  So  probably  they  were  introduced  under  Dyn. 
XVIII,  later  than  the  time  of  Aseth.  Their  names  for 
the  convenience  of  the  reader  are  here  subjoined  : 


Green-Season. 

I.  Thoth. 

II.  Phaophi. 

III.  Ilathor. 

IV.  Choiak. 


Harvest-  Season. 

I.  Tobi. 

II.  Mechir. 

III.  Phamenoth. 

IV.  Pharmouthi. 


Water- Season. 
I.  Pachons. 
II.  Padni. 

III.  Epiphi. 

IV.  Mcsori. 


The  idea  of  the  diroKarutTracns  with  its  period  of  two 
spaces  like  Sothic  Cycles,  increased  to  three,  and  reckoned  as 
xxv  Cycles  of  nominal  years,  has  been  explained  in  Chapter 
I.;  and  if  it  has  been  rightly  accounted  for  it  is  plain  that  the 
number  of  xxv  Cycles  was  not  obtained  by  any  erroneous 
calculation  of  the  precession  of  the  equinoxes  and  the 
solstices.  If  indeed  the  Egyptians  had  taken  the  move  of  the 
equinoctial  point  in  100  years  to  be  something  less  than  the 
3G0th  part  of  the  sphere,  that  is  just  a day,  they  might  so 
have  made  the  period  of  a cosmical  airoKa-rdcrTacns  to  consist 
of  (100  x 365^  = ) 36,525  of  their  vague  years,  instead  of 
25,885  mean  tropical  years  or  25,884  mean  sidereal  years, 
which  according  to  M.  Biot  would  be  the  true  number.  But 
that  the  Egyptians  did  so  is  a meic  imagination ; and  it  would 
be  nothing  more  even  were  it  true  that  the  same  idea  had 
suggested  itself  before  to  Hipparchus,  or  to  any  other  Greek 
writer ; or  even  if  in  consequence  some  had  adopted  such  a 
calculation  of  the  precession  as  their  own,  supposing  it  to  be 
the  true. 

A period  of  25,885  years,  as  has  been  said,  would  result 
from  the  difference  between  the  sidereal  and  the  mean 
natural,  solar,  or  tropical  year;  since  the  former  consists  of 
365d  6h  9m  9"  and  the  latter  of  only  3G5d  5h  48m  50"  24" ; 
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and  the  excess  of  the  former,  (viz.  20m  18’  36"  (the  angle  of 
precession  being  50"  ”10),  is  such,  that  25,884  of  its  years 
equal  25,885  of  the  latter.  But  the  Egyptians  had  for  their 
fixed  or  natural  year  not  the  mean  tropical,  but  the  canicular 
(equal  to  the  uncorrected  Julian),  which  being  in  length 
between  the  sidereal  and  the  tropical,  exceeding  the  latter 
by  llm  9*  36"  and  being  itself  exceeded  by  the  former  by 
only  9m  9s,  the  period  of  that  diroKaTacnacns  which  should 
bring  the  rising  of  Sirius  round  as  if  through  all  the  signs 
of  the  zodiac  to  the  point  from  which  it  had  first  started — 
let  us  say  to  the  summer  solstice  — instead  of  being  only 
25,885,  would  be  (according  to  Mr.  Greswell)  about  48,000 
years;  that  is,  if  30  degrees  in  space  or  31  days  in  time  are 
allowed  for  every  4000  years.  This,  then,  rather  than  any 
other  sum  would  have  suited  the  Egyptians  for  an  drroKa- 
rdoraais  really  and  strictly  zodiacal,  which  that  of  the  Old 
Chronicle  was  not,  even  though  it  may  have  been  presented 
for  the  sake  of  making  it  more  intelligible  to  the  Greeks, 
as  a period  bringing  all  things  round  to  the  first  point  of  the 
Bam.  And  the  sum  of  48,863  years  named  by  Diogenes 
Laertius  looks  much  more  like  a calculation  based  on 
the  removal  of  Sirius  from  the  solstice,  than  the  sum  of 
36,525  looks  like  a calculation  based  on  the  difference  be- 
tween the  sidereal  and  the  tropical  year.  The  48,863  years 
too  are  all  full,  and,  if  any  one  piease,  real,  though  of  course 
of  cosmical  not  of  human  time.  Still,  as  neither  this  whole 
sum  (which  is  compound,  and  as  a whole  uncyclical),  nor  that 
month  of  xxx  Sothic  cycles  which  makes  the  bulk  of  it  (and 
to  which  the  true  and  uncyclical  reckoning  of  human  time  is 
merely  appended),  begin  from  or  end  with  any  Phoenix 
epoch,  nor  arc  resolvable  into  Phoenix  cycles,  or  seasons, 
nor  exhibit  the  sum  really  required  for  a Phoenix  anoKa-rda- 
Tacris,  and  as,  besides,  the  origin  of  the  month  of  Sothic 
cycles  in  the  abovementioned  scheme  preserved  by  Diogenes 
Laertius  has  been  otherwise  and  sufficiently  accounted  for,  it 
is  plain  that  the  similarity  or  approximation  of  the  whole 
compound  sum  of  48,863  years  to  such  a sum  as  miyht  have 
been  calculated  by  the  Egyptians  for  a zodiacal  enroua-dara- 
ens  is  merely  accidental. 
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CHAP.  VI. 

JULIUS  AFRICANUS. 

The  lists  of  Manetho,  the  compilation  aa  we  suppose  of 
Ptolemy  of  Mendes,  have  been  transcribed  from  the  chrono- 
logical work  of  Julius  Africanus  both  by  the  ecclesiastical 
historian  Eusebius,  who  wrote  in  the  fourth  century,  and  by 
George  Syncellus,  who  wrote  at  the  beginning  of  the  ninth ; 
but  by  the  former  of  the  two  with  such  variations,  that 
Syncellus  imagined  he  must  have  had  before  him  some  other 
edition  of  Manetho  than  that  used  by  Africanus;  whereas 
in  truth  he  had  not  even  that,  but  fnade  up  a Manetho  of  his 
own  partly  copied  from  the  lists  of  Africanus,  which  he  used 
as  materials,  and  partly  altered  by  himself  so  as  to  suit  his 
own  system.  Syncellus,  who  happily  had  less  of  theory, 
besides  faithfully  transcribing  the  lists  both  of  Africanus 
and  of  Eusebius,  as  if  they  were  “ the  two  most  remarkable 
of  the  differing  editions  of  Manetho,”  has  given  also  a part 
of  the  “ Theban  ” list  of  Eratosthenes,  which  he  found  in 
Apollodorus,  and  a fourth  “Egyptian”  series,  suited  to  his 
own  chronology,  and  derived  from  the  Chronography  of  two 
Egyptian  monks  of  the  fifth  century,  Anianus  and  Pano- 
dorus.  It  will  be  useful  to  give  some  account  of  the 
general  chronology  of  each  of  these  Christian  writers,  and  to 
compare  with  it  their  Egyptian  lists ; that  so  we  may  be  the 
better  able  both  to  assure  ourselves  of  their  fidelity  in 
transcribing  what  did  not  suit  their  own  systems,  or  what 
they  had  no  motive  for  altering ; and  also  to  understand  the 
sources  of  any  such  peculiarities  and  variations  as  their  own 
systems  may  have  required  or  suggested. 

To  begin  with  Julius  Africanus : he  was  born,  as  his  sur- 
name implies,  in  Africa.  When  Emmaus  in  Palestine  was  re- 
built, at  his  instance,  as  Nicopolis,  under  Marcus  Aurelius  Anto- 
ninus (Heliogabalus),  who  reigned  from  a.d.  218  to  a.d.  222, 
Africanus,  we  are  told,  was  sent  back  thither;  and  he  seems  to 
have  become  bishop  of  the  same  city.  He  founded  at  Cocsarea 
the  library  which  was  afterwards  enlarged  by  Eusebius  ; and 
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he  compiled  a chronological  work  in  five  books,  which,  com- 
mencing (according  to  Photius)  from  the  Creation,  and,  no 
doubt,  according  to  the  Antiochian  reckoning  from  Septem- 
ber 1,  made  5500  years  to  Christ,  that  is,  to  August  31 
following  the  Nativity,  which  his  5500th  year  was  supposed 
to  include,  and  5531  years  to  the  Crucifixion,  that  is,  to 
August  31  following  it,  giving  one  year  only,  or  one  year 
and  7 months  at  most,  for  the  public  ministry  of  Christ. 
And  from  thence  to  the  end  of  Olymp.  249  S',  or  to  the 
commencement  of  Olymp.  250,  after  the  3rd  year  of  Helioga- 
balus,  he  reckoned  192  [191]  years.  So  in  all  he  accounted 
for  a sum  of  “5723  [5722]  years”  ending  Aug.  31,  a.d. 
221  ; and  therefore  putting  the  Crucifixion  in  a.d.  (221  — 
192  = ) 29  [30],  the  Nativity  in  B.C.  3,  and  the  creation  at 
Sept.  1,  B.c.  5502  of  anticipated  Julian  reckoning  in  terms 
of  the  vulgar  era.  Thus  he  ended  his  work  very  nearly  at 
the  same  date  with  Ilippolytus,  Bishop  of  Porto,  who  about 
the  same  time  in  the  West  composed  a Chronicle  also  com- 
mencing from  the  Creation,  and  exhibiting,  probably,  from 
the  time  of  the  Exodus  the  dates  of  the  Hebrew  Passovers 
and  of  the  Christian  Easters  down  to  the  first  year  of  Alex- 
anderSeverus,  as  he  reckons  it,  viz.  a.d.  222,  whence  his 
own  Paschal  Cycle  begins. 

Africanus  quotes  Tatian,  a writer  of  the  second  century,  ns 
having  extracted  from  Apion  a quotation  from  Ptolemy  of 
Mendcs  respecting  the  synchronism  of  Moses  and  the 
Exodus  with  Inachus  ; and  under  the  designation  of  “ some 
accurate  Christian  writers  ” he  seems  elsewhere  to  allude  to 
the  same  Tatian  and  to  Clement  of  Alexandria,  of  whom  he 
says  that  “ he  was  known  by  his  writings  in  the  reign  of 
Commodus”  (that  is,  about  a.d.  180),  and  who  had  thrown 
together,  though  in  a loose  way,  a considerable  body  of 
materials  for  connecting  sacred  and  profane  chronology.  Of 
these  materials  Africanus  seems  to  have  made  use.  He  lets 
us  know  incidentally  of  himself  that  he  had  been  in  Egypt 
to  see  Heracles,  and  had  bought  there  at  least  one  “ sacred  ” 
or  hieratic  book  (for  this  is  all  that  the  expression  “ sacred 
book  ” need  mean)  written  by  an  author  named  Souphis,  and 
so  the  namesake  of  the  builder  of  the  great  pyramid.  And 
this  Souphis  Africanus  understood  ■ — perhaps  he  was  ex- 
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pressly  told  so  by  the  vendor,  who  extolled  the  book  as 
something  of  great  value,  — was  no  other  than  the  king 
himself.  During  this  same  visit  to  Egypt,  it  may  be,  he 
acquired,  or  saw  and  made  extracts  from,  a copy  of  the  Ma- 
netho  of  Ptolemy  of  Mendes,  in  the  body  of  which  work  he 
found  more  or  less  of  the  original  Manetho,  besides  Pto- 
lemy’s own  arrangement  and  alterations,  and  in  the  Intro- 
duction an  account  of  the  Old  Chronicle. 

With  regard  to  the  general  sum  • of  sacred  and  true 
chronology,  as  he  regarded  it,  and  its  relation  to  the  sums 
exhibited  by  the  Egyptians  and  by  the  writers  of  other 
heathen  nations,  Africanus  in  his  First  Book  had  the  fol- 
lowing passage : — 

“ A ir/xnmoL  piv  ovv  irrl  to  KopmoBearepov  yjrovarv  rrepirrds 
•jrepioBovs  real  pvpidBas  braiv  . . . il-eOevro  ...  as  rives  rorv 
ravra  d/cpiftovv  Botjainov  ervariXXovres  areXrjvtaiovs  e'arov 
iviavrovs"  [oi']  ovBev  eXarrov  hrl  to  pvOdrBes  dirovevevKores 
avpirlwroviri  rats  rj  teal  6'  yiXtdrriv  trorv  as  Alyvjrriwv  oi 
rrapd  YlXdrcovt  hpeis  els  HuXorva  KarapiOpovvres  ovk  dXijOevov- 
mv.  Kat  per  oXtrya  • Ta  piv  yap  <i>oivtKiov  rpurpvpia  errp  rj 
rt]v  rwv  XaXBauov  Xrjpov  rov  rorv  pr]1  pvpidBtov  r(  Bet  Xeyuv  ; he 
rovrarv  yap  oi  'lovSatoi  to  dvhcaBev  yey ovdres,  diro  A/Spadp 
dpl-dpevot,  drvtfxdrepdv  re  Kat  dvdpanrivws,  perd  rov  dXt)0ovs  Bid 
rov  Xlwvatcos  rrvevparos  eic  re  rSi v Xonrwv  'E ftpaiicedv  iaroptidv 
dpidp'av  eridv  e<f>'  (jrevTaKia^tXiarv  irevTanoauav ) els  rrjv  britfxi- 
vetav  rov  Xwrqpiov  Aoyov  rrjv  hrl  rijs  povap^ias  rorv  Kat- 
adpcov  mjpvfTeropevrjv  irapaBeBdncatnv .” 

“ The  Egyptians,”  that  is,  “ to  make  the  greater  show,  in 
their  vain  boasting  exhibited  fanciful  cycles  and  myriads  of 
years ; . . . which  certain  writers,  who  have  got  the  credit  of 
being  the  most  exact  in  such  matters,  have  reduced,  calling 
these  multitudes  of  years  month-years.  Nevertheless,  these 
equally  go  off  into  fable,  and  exhibit  sums  similar  to  those 
8000  and  9000  years  which  the  Egyptian  priests  in  Plato 
are  said  to  have  reckoned  to  Solon.  And,  if  they  did  so 
reckon  them,  they  certainly  lied.”  And  a little  further  on : 
“ For,  as  for  the  30,000  years  of  the  Phoenicians,  or  the 
wild  fable  of  the  Chaldxans,  who  make  48,000,  they  need 
not  detain  us.  For  the  Jews,  who  were  originally  derived 
from  these  same  Chaldasans  through  their  ancestor  Abraham, 
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have  less  pompously  and  in  a matter-of-fact  way,  with  the 
spirit  of  truth  speaking  through  Moses,  and  from  their 
other  historical  books,  delivered  to  us  a sum  of  5500  years  to 
the  manifestation  of  the  [Divine]  Word  for  our  salvation 
which  was  proclaimed  under  the  reign  of  the  Caesars.” 

Before  showing  in  detail  how  Africanus  made  out  his  sum 
of  5500  years  to  the  Nativity,  it  is  necessary  to  notice  one 
inconsistency-in  his  reckonings,  and  to  state  how  it  is  pro- 
posed to  deal  with  it.  For  sometimes  he  gives  27  years  to 
Joshua,  sometimes  only  25,  like  Josephus;  while  his  sums 
require  us  to  reckon  only  428  years  instead  of  430  between 
the  Call  of  Abraham  and  the  Exodus  whenever  27  years  are 
given  to  Joshua,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  make  it  necessary 
when  430  years  are  reckoned  from  the  Call  to  the  Exodus 
to  give  to  Joshua  only  25.  (In  the  summary  of  his  scheme 
appended  in  some  MSS.  to  the  Chronicle  of  S.  Jerom  25 
years  only  are  expressly  given  to  Joshua.)  So  his  inconsistent 
reckoning  27  years  to  Joshua  may  be  rectified  from  himself 
by  compensation,  in  the  same  way  as  similar  peculiarities  of 
Josephus  have  been  rectified  in  Chapter  I.  of  this  volume. 
The  reader  therefore  must  bear  in  mind  that  we  shall 
henceforth  write  as  if  Africanus  made  uniformly  only  428 
years  (two  too  few)  between  the  Call  and  the  Exodus,  and 
67  (two  too  many)  between  the  Exodus  and  the  death  of 
Joshua.  Other  writers  — Syncellus  even  says  that  there  is 
a consensus  for  it — have  repeated  and  perpetuated  this  error 
of  giving  27  years  to  Joshua  (which  Africanus  perhaps  took 
from  Clement  of  Alexandria)  without  any  such  inconsistency, 
and  implied  correction,  as  that  with  which  Africanus  has 
accompanied  it.  This  inconsistency  being  removed,  the 
composition  of  the  5500  years  is  as  follows  : — 

From  the  Creation  to  the  end  of  the  year  of  the  Flood 
are  reckoned  2262  years,  the  same  sum  as  is  made  by  the 
Septuagint  version  of  the  Book  of  Genesis  and  by  Clement  of 
Alexandria  (but  not  by  Hippolytus),  exceeding  by  six 
units  the  2256  of  Josephus’s  Greek  reckoning,  which  in  its 
decades  and  units  agrees  with  the  1656  of  the  present 
Hebrew  text.  Then  Africanus  makes  940  years  to  the  birth 
of  Abraham,  not  having  (any  more  than  Josephus  or  than  the 
present  Hebrew  text)  the  second  Cainan,  nor  following  the 
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peculiarities  of  Josephus  in  inserting  12  years  between  the 
Flood  and  the  birth  of  Arphaxad,  or  in  adding  41  years  to 
the  79  of  Nahor  before  the  birth  of  Terali.  Then  he  adds 
(545  — 2 = ) 543  to  the  death  of  Moses,  +(25  + 2 = ) 27  of 
Joshua,  +30  of  the  Elders  who  outlived  Joshua — exceeding 
by  20  the  10  of  Josephus.  These  [20]  arc  a peculiarity  of 
his  own ; and  their  source  may  perhaps  be  traced  to  the 
word  “ generation ” in  the  sacred  narrative,  “So  Joshua 
died,  and  all  the  Elders  who  outlived  Joshua,  and  all  that 
generation  ; ” which  words  Africanus  misunderstood,  and 
made  out  of  them  a complete  generation  of  30  years,  com- 
mencing from  after  the  death  of  Joshua.  After  this  he 
gives  rightly  390  years  of  Judges  to  the  end  of  the  40  years 
of  the  Philistines  during  which  Samson  judged  Israel  (“  in 
the  days  of  the  Philistines  ”)  20  years.  But  after  these  390 
he  erroneously  adds  [20]  separate  years  for  Samson’s  judge- 
ship,  as  if  they  were  after  not  “ in  the  days  of  the  Phi- 
listines.” Then  [40]  more  “of  democracy;”  and  again 
“[40]  of  peace;”  making  100. years  purely  his  own,  and 
devoid  of  any  foundation  in  the  Scriptures.  So  at  this 
point,  with  the  20  added  to  the  Elders  after  Joshua,  he 
seems  to  exceed  in  all  by  120  years.  But  his  excess  is 
reduced  shortly  afterwards  by  a deficiency  of  22  on  the 
years  of  Samuel  to  [98].  For  he  reckons  only  90  years 
in  all  for  Eli  and  Samuel,  including  the  first  20  years  of 
Saul’s  reign,  before  Samuel  withdrew  from  him  altogether. 
But  thus,  if  the  first  40  of  these  90  years  are  allowed 
for  Eli,  and  then  20  more  are  taken  for  the  time  of 
Samuel’s  minority  after  the  death  of  Eli  (while  the  Ark 
abode  at  Kiriath  Jearim  “ a long  time,  even  20  years,”  to 
the  completion  of  the  450  years  of  Judges  reckoned  by  the 
Apostle  “until  Samuel  the  Prophet”),  while  the  last  20 
of  the  90  belong  to  Saul  conjointly  with  Samuel,  there 
remain  in  the  middle  space  only  10  other  years  for  all  the 
time  during  which  Samuel,  after  attaining  his  majority,  and 
holding  the  assembly  at  Mizpeh,  judged  Israel  alone.  Yet  in 
this  time  from  the  age  of  30,  as  may  be  presumed,  he  had  come 
to  be  old  and  grey-headed ; and  had  had  his  sons  acting  for 
some  time  as  deputy -judges  in  his  stead,  and  giving  offence 
to  the  people,  so  that  they  demanded  a king.  But  the  450 
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years  reckoned  by  St.  Paul  to  the  Judges  from  after  Joshua 
and  the  Elders  to  Samuel  being  completed  by  adding  to  the 
390  years  the  40  of  Eli  and  the  20  of  Samuel’s  minority,  the 
last  20  of  these,  and  20  more  transferred  by  Josephus  by  a 
peculiarity  of  his  own  to  Solomon  (making  40  in  all),  being 
restored  to  this  their  true  place,  Josephus  through  this  rec- 
tification adds  indirectly  20  years  to  12  others  which  he 
assigns  expressly  to  Samuel  alone ; so  that  the  whole  time 
during  which  Samuel  judges  alone,  from  the  assembly  at 
Mizpeh  to  the  demand  for  a king,  is  brought  up  to  32  years. 
So  then,  22  out  of  the  32  years  of  Samuel’s  judging  alone 
having  been  omitted  by  Africanus,  this  omission,  on  the 
principle  of  compensation,  reduces  his  foregoing  excess  from 
120  to  98.  From  the  end  of  the  20th  and  last  year  of  Saul 
governing  conjointly  with  Samuel,  that  is,  from  the  time 
when  he  began  to  reign  alone,  and  “ the  Lord  ceased  to  be 
inquired  after  all  the  days  of  Saul,”  to  the  commencement 
of  the  Captivity,  he  probably  reckoned  rightly,  in  the  first 
instance  at  least,  100  + 258  + 132  years  to  the  end  of  the 
10th  of  Zedekiah,  making  490  years  of  neglect  to  be  followed 
by  70  of  penal  desolation  answering  to  the  number  of  Sab- 
batical years  which  had  been  neglected.  For  no  one  having 
this  idea  of  the  70  years  in  his  mind  would  think  naturally, 
or,  in  the  first  instance,  of  making  them  to  begin  earlier  than 
with  the  11th  year  of  Zedekiah,  in  which  the  Temple  was 
burned.  On  this  view,  as  long  as  he  had  the  right  reckoning 
for  the  kings  above,  but  made  the  70  years  of  the  Captivity 
to  end  at  the  Persian  accession  of  Cyrus,  Sept.  1,  b.c.  560, 
instead  of  ending  with  the  4th  year  of  Darius  Hystaspcs, 
Aug.  31,  B.c.  518,  Africanus  would  interpolate  in  one  place 
and  by  a single  blunder  between  Nebuchadnezzar  or  Ncri- 
glissar  and  Cyrus  no  fewer  than  42  years.  Syncellus,  how- 
ever, te  Is  us  that  in  the  scheme  of  Africanus,  in  its  final  and 
published  form,  the  Captivity  was  made  to  begin  not  with 
the  11th,  but  with  the  1st  of  Zedekiah.  The  490  years  of 
neglect  preceding  were  in  that  case  made  out  by  the  help  of 
10  unhistorical  years  added  somewhere  to  the  earlier  kings. 
Africauus  perhaps  adopted  from  S.  Theophilus  his  variant 
of  39  instead  of  29  years  for  Amaziah  ; and  made  100  + 2G8 
+ 122  = 490  years  to  the  accession  of  Zedekiah,  whose  1st 
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year  was  thus  depressed  to  the  same  place  which  would  other- 
wise have  belonged  to  his  11th.  And  his  first  ten  years  being 
so  depressed  into  the  space  of  the  Captivity,  there  needed 
of  course  a further  addition  of  only  32  instead  of  42  unhis- 
torical  years  to  make  out  its  70  years,  so  as  to  end  at  the 
Persian  accession  of  Cyrus.  So  to  Sept.  1 in  B.c.  630,  (which 
corrected  would  be  B.C.  630 — 42  = 588),  whether  it  were 
called  the  beginning  of  the  11th  or  of  the  1st  of  Zcdekiah, 
Africanus  made  a sum  of  (3184  + 503  + 97+490  + 90  + 490 
= )4872  years;  and  to  Sept.  1 in  B.C.  560,  which  is  the  true 
date  for  the  Persian  accession  of  Cyrus  only  in  terms  of  the 
fixed  Antiochian  year,  he  made  (4872  + 70  =)  4942  years. 
And  whether  the  Captivity  were  made  to  commence  from  the 
1 1th  or  from  the  1st  of  Zedekiah,  and  whether  his  unhistorical 
years  were  inserted  all  below,  or  10  of  them  above  and  32 
below,  its  commencement,  in  both  cases  alike  their  sum  be- 
tween the  death  of  Solomon  and  the  accession  of  Cyrus  in 
B.C.  560  was  42  years.  These  [42]  added  to  his  former 
excess  of  [98]  make  a total  of  [140]  years  peculiar  to  him- 
self; after  which  he  continues  rightly  enough  (from  Aug. 
31,  B.C.  560)  with  230  years  (21+209)  of  the  Persians, 
and  300  of  the  Macedonians,  to  the  reduction  of  Egypt  and 
the  deaths  of  Antony  and  Cleopatra  after  the  battle  of  Ac- 
tium,  that  is,  to  Aug.  31,  B.c.  30.  At  this  point  he  has  (4872 
+ 70  + 230  + 300  = ) 5472  years;  and  28  years  more  of 
Augustus  being  added  will  complete  his  5500  years,  which 
will  end  Aug.  31  in  B.C.  2,  according  to  the  vulgar  era.  And 
in  the  last  of  these  5500  years,  being  the  5500th  of  the  world 
according  to  Africanus,  Christ  was  bom;  which  should  be 
on  Dec.  25  in  B.C.  3.  And,  reckoning  from  the  termination 
of  the  year  of  his  birth,  that  is,  from  Aug.  31,  B.c.  2 (8 
months  after  the  supposed  Nativity)  15  years  of  Augustus 
to  Aug.  31  in  a.d.  14,  and  again  15  years  of  Tiberius  to 
Aug.  31  in  a.d.  29,  Africanus,  as  has  been  said  above,  sup- 
poses Christ  to  have  commenced  his  public  ministry  some 
short  time  after  the  completion  of  his  own  30th  year,  in  the 
15th  year  of  Tiberius,  and  to  have  been  crucified  some  3 or 
4 months  after  the  completion  of  his  31st  year  in  the  16th 
year  of  Tiberius.  So  Africanus  put  the  Crucifixion  in  a.d. 
30,  not  in  but  just  after  the  Consulship  of  the  two  Gemini, 
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and  in  his  own  year  of  the  world  5531  which  ended  Aug.  31 
of  that  same  Julian  year  a.d.  30.  Thence,  lastly,  he  counts 
“ 192  years”  to  the  end  of  Olymp.  249  S'  and  the  end  of  the 
3rd  year  of  Heliogabalus,  Aug.  31,  a.d.  221,  making  in  all 
to  the  same  point  “ 5723  years.”  But  here  he  either  means 
years  current,  or  he  goes  one  year  into  Olymp.  250,  to  a.d. 
222,  or  he  reckons  as  if  he  had  put  the  Crucifixion  in  a.d. 
29,  and  antedated  the  accession  of  Tiberius  from  Sept.  1, 
a.d.  13,  or  there  is  an  error  in  the  figures,  and  instead  of 
192  and  5723  they  should  be  191  and  5722. 

In  this  scheme  no  account  is  taken  of  any  interval  between 
the  end  of  the  year  of  the  Flood  (on  the  day  when  Noah 
went  forth  from  the  Ark  and  the  command  was  renewed  to 
increase  and  multiply)  and  the  birth  of  Arphaxad,  which 
cannot  be  put  less  than  9 months  later,  though  for  mere 
purposes  of  reckoning  6 months  are  enough  to  allow,  since 
the  years  reckoned  from  the  birth  of  Arphaxad  to  that  of 
Abraham  are  fixed  in  Abraham,  and  at  other  points  below,  to 
begin  about  the  time  of  Easter.  And  the  Scripture  puts  the 
birth  of  Arphaxad  “ in  the  second  year  after  the  Flood,” 
which  “ second  year,”  reckoned  from  the  commencement  of 
Africanus’s  year  of  the  Flood,  his  a.m.  2262,  would  coincide 
with  his  a.m.  2263  ; and  Arphaxad,  being  born  in  this  year, 
would  not  be  born  till  9 months  of  it  at  least  had  passed. 
So  the  births  of  all  the  following  Patriarchs,  the  birth  of 
Abraham,  the  Call,  the  Exodus,  the  accessions  of  the  later 
J udges,  and  those  of  the  Kings  down  to  the  commencement 
of  the  Captivity,  being  all  reckoned  in  years  from  the  births  of 
Arphaxad  and  of  Abraham,  and  the  commencements  of  the 
years  so  reckoned  being  from  Abraham  downwards  fixed  not 
to  the  autumnal  but  to  the  vernal  season,  it  follows  that  the 
events  to  which  Africanus  reckons  after  the  Flood  must  all, 
down  to  the  commencement  of  the  Captivity,  be  understood  to 
have  occurred  some  six  months  more  or  less  after  the  comple- 
tion of  that  sum  of  years  which  in  each  case  is  specified.  On 
the  other  hand,  after  the  commencement  of  the  Captivity,  in 
reckoning  the  years  of  the  Babylonians,  Persians,  and  Mace- 
donians, he  takes  no  notice  of  the  difference  between  their 
Nabonassarian  or  vague  Egyptian  years  of  only  3G5  days 
each  and  Hebrew  or  Julian  years  of  365 J days. 
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Thus  his  omission  of  some  months,  while  reckoning  down- 
wards to  the  Captivity  in  Hebrew  years,  and  his  addition  of 
some  months  in  reckoning  upwards  to  the  same  point  of  the 
Captivity,  by  identifying  Nabonaasarian  with  Hebrew  or 
Julian  years,  nearly  balance  one  another ; and  what  we  have 
to  do  in  rendering  his  years  of  the  world  into  Julian  years 
B.C.  is  to  put  all  the  events  which  he  reckons  to  after  the 
Flood,  down  to  B.c.  519  (when  two  Nabonaasarian  years 
began  within  the  limits  of  one  and  the  same  Julian  year), 
later  by  one  year  than  that  answering  to  the  year  a.m.  which 
he  names.  Thus  the  birth  of  Abraham  is  put  by  Africanus  at 
(which  really  means  after)  the  completion  of  his  a.m.  (2262 
+ 940  = ) 3202,  which  seems  identical  with  Aug.  31  in  B.c. 
(2  + 2298  = ) 2300.  We  must  put  it  then  for  him  in  the 
spring  of  b.c.  2299.  To  the  Exodus  he  makes  (2262  + 940  + 
503  = ) 3705  years  complete.  This  should  be  at  Aug.  31  in 
B.c.  (2  + 1795  = ) 1797.  We  must  put  it  then  for  him  in  the 
following  spring  of  B.C.  1796.  The  1st  of  Zedekiah,  as  he 
seems  to  reckon,  begins  Sept.  1 after  his  a.m.  4872,  which 
should  be  in  B.C.  (2  + 628  = ) 630.  We  must  make  it  begin 
then  for  Africanus  not  in  the  autumn  of  B.c.  630,  but  in  the 
spring  of  B.c.  629 ; or,  if  we  suppress  his  interpolation  of  42 
years,  not  in  the  autumn  of  B.C.  588,  but  in  the  spring  of  B.C. 
587,  and  the  burning  of  the  Temple  will  be  4 months  later 
in  the  same  year.  And  the  70  years  will  begin  from  the 
spring  of  B.C.  587,  not  from  the  autumn  preceding.  And  the 
[Persian]  accession  of  Cyrus,  which  is  according  to  him  at 
or  after  Aug.  31,  at  the  end  of  his  a.m.  4942,  as  if  at  Sept.  1 
in  B.C.  (2 + 558  = ) 560,  will  be  put  by  us  at  Jan.  11  in  B.C. 
559.  But  when  we  come  down  42  Nabonassarian  years 
later,  to  the  4th  of  Darius  Hystaspes,  which  Africanus  makes 
to  coincide  with  his  a.m.  4984  and  to  end  Aug.  31  in  B.C. 
518,  we  no  longer  have  to  move  on  to  the  spring  of  the  next 
Julian  year  for  his  true  date.  For  in  the  Julian  year  B.C. 
519  both  tlie  229th  and  the  230th  years  of  the  era  of 
Nabonassar  began,  the  one  of  them  on  Jan.  1 and  the  other 
on  Dec.  ,31,  and  consequently  the  70  years  reckoned  from 
the  spring  of  B.C.  587  ended  not  in  the  spring  of  B.C.  517, 
but  late  in  the  winter  of  B.C.  518.  And  thenceforth,  as  we 
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proceed  downwards,  the  Nabonassarian  and  Egyptian  years 
end  in  the  same  Julian  year  B.C.  which  is  indicated  by  the 
reckoning  of  Africanus ; and  every  4th  year  earlier  by  one 
day  ; so  as  at  length  in  B.C.  34  to  coincide  exactly  with  the 
year  of  Africanus,  beginning  Sept.  1 and  ending  Aug.  31. 
And  not  many  years  after  that  the  vague  Nabonassarian 
year  was  fixed  and  made  to  coincide  for  ever  with  the 
Julian,  beginning  from  the  same  time,  viz.,  from  Sept.  1. 

But  in  reckoning  upwards  from  Aug.  31  in  B.C.  2,  the 
end  of  a.m.  5500  of  Africanus,  we  go  up  according  to  him  to 
Sept.  1,  B.C.  330,  for  the  commencement  of  the  first  year 
of  the  Macedonians,  but  in  truth  only  to  Nov.  14  of  that 
Julian  year  ; thence  188  years  to  the  commencement  of  the 
5th  year  of  Darius  Ilystaspes,  according  to  him  to  Sept. 
B.C.  518,  but  really  only  to  Dec.  31,  the  4th  having  begun 
according  to  him  with  Sept.  1 in  B.c.  519,  and  the  3rd  with 
Sept.  1 in  B.C.  520,  while  in  truth  the  4th  began  only  on 
Dec.  31  in  B C.  519,  and  the  3rd  only  on  Jan.  1 in  the  same 
year.  And  from  the  end  of  the  4th  of  Darius  we  go  up 
according  to  him  42  years  to  the  [first  or  Persian]  acces- 
sion of  Cyrus,  to  Sept.  1 in  B.C.  560,  but  in  truth  only  to 
Jan.  11  in  b.c.  559;  and  thence  70  years  according  to 
him  to  Sept.  1 in  B.C.  630  (or,  if  his  excess  of  10  + 
32  = 42  years  wherever  placed  be  suppressed,  28  only 
to  Sept.  1 in  B.C.  588),  but  in  truth  only  to  Jan.  28 
in  B.C.  629  (or,  with  the  correction,  to  Jan.  18  in  B.C. 
587).  And  according  to  him  we  should  reckon  up  from 
Sept.  1 in  B.C.  630  or  B.C.  588  ( + 4904-90  + 490  + 97  = ) 
1167  years  to  the  Exodus  to  Sept.  1 in  b.c.  1797  or 
b.c.  1755.  But  he  is  to  be  understood  to  put  it  in  Nisan  of 
B.C.  1796  or  1754.  And  so  on,  up  to  the  Call  of  Abraham, 
and  to  the  birth  of  Arphaxad,  in  Nisan  B.c.  2229,  and  in 
Nisan  (or  rather  3 months  later)  B.C.  3249.  Then  6 (or 
rather  9)  months  to  Sept.  1 in  B.C.  3240.  And,  lastly, 
2262  more  to  Sept.  1 in  b.c.  5502  his  epoch  of  the  creation 
in  terms  of  the  vulgar  era. 

The  total  sum  of  Africanus  from  the  creation  to  the 
Nativity  and  to  the  vulgar  era,  or  rather  to  Aug.  31  in  a.d. 
1,  when  his  year  including  the  vulgar  era  ends,  being  5502 
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years,  exceeds  the  total  sum  of  the  sacred  Scriptures  and  of 
Josephus  as  harmonised  above  (being  5362)  by  140  years, 
that  is,  by  134  years,  besides  the  6 units  before  the  Flood. 
And  for  the  time  from  the  birth  of  Abraham  to  Christ  (re- 
ckoning to  Aug.  31,  a.d.  1),  which  alone  has  any  historical 
importance,  the  total  of  Africanus,  being  2300  years,  exceeds 
the  total  of  Josephus  and  of  the  Scriptures,  which  is  2160, 
by  (20  + 78  + 42  = ) 140  years,  arising  out  of  four  peculiar 
and  uncompensated  additions  of  20  years  to  the  Elders  after 
Joshua,  of  78  between  the  Philistines  and  Eli,  of  10  probably 
to  Arnaziah,  and  of  32  between  the  accession  of  Zedckiah  and 
that  of  Cyrus.  Also,  there  is  a further  occasional  excess  of 
one  year  in  his  reckonings  (making  a 141st)  in  consequence  of 
his  reckoning  Nabonassarian  and  Egyptian  as  identical  with 
Hebrew  years.  This  makes  his  dates  above  Sept.  1 in  b.c. 
34,  when  the  vague  Nabonassarian  and  Egyptian  year  coin- 
cided with  his  own  fixed  year,  liable  to  be  too  high  by  one 
year  for  his  own  reckoning,  and  those  above  Jan.  1 in  b.c, 
519,  when  the  vague  year  nearly  coincided  with  the  Julian, 
liable  to  be  too  high  by  one  year  for  ours.  And  if  he  had 
attempted  to  parallel  the  years  of  the  Egyptian  kings  syn- 
chronistically with  his  own  sacred  series,  he  would  have 
placed  his  Egyptian  dates  above  B.c.  (34  + 1460  and  519 
+ 1460=)  1494  and  B.C.  1979  two  years  too  high  for  his 
own  and  for  our  reckoning  respectively ; and  above  B.c. 
(1494  + 1460  and  1979  + 1460  = ) 2954  and  B.C.  3439  three 
years  too  high,  and  so  on.  So  above  Jan.  20  in  b.c.  597, 
where  he  has  32  surplus  years,  his  dates  in  terms  of  the 
Julian  B.C.  are  (1  +32  = ) 33  years  too  high,  and  above  the 
reign  of  Amaziah  43  years  too  high,  up  to  the  first  year  of 
Samuel’s  minority,  the  52nd  preceding  his  490  of  Kings. 
At  that  point  he  may  be  said  to  add  78  years  more,  so 
that  his  dates  above  it  become  too  high  by  (43  + 78  = ) 121 
years.  And,  lastly,  the  dates  above  the  10th  year  preceding 
the  first  servitude,  before  which  he  interpolates  20  years,  are 
set  (121  +20=)  141  years  too  high  : and  so  they  remain  up  to 
the  birth  of  Arphaxad,  where,  some  months  being  neglected, 
the  commencements  of  the  years  of  the  Flood  and  of  the 
Creation  are  set  in  Julian  reckoning  only  140  years  too  high. 
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This  scheme  of  Africanus  may  now  be  applied  to  that 
Egyptian  reckoning  of  true  human  time  which  is  contained 
pure  in  the  sum  of  years  mentioned  by  Diogenes  Laertius, 
and  which  underlies  all  the  other  four  Egyptian  schemes 
which  have  been  discussed  above.  The  Egyptian  reckoning, 
it  will  be  remembered,  needed  only  the  reduction  of  its 
vague  years  to  Julian  or  Canicular  to  coincide  exactly 
(barring  a few  months  cut  off  at  the  head  of  all)  with  the 
sacred  chronology  of  Josephus  rectified  from  himself  and 
harmonised  with  the  Greek  and  Hebrew  Scriptures.  If 
then  we  make  the  fixed  point  Thoth  l=Jan.  2,  B.C.  525, 
the  epoch  of  the  Egyptian  accession  of  Cambyses,  to  coin- 
cide with  Sept.  1 b.c.  526,  reckoned  by  Africanus  as  the 
same  epoch  (that  is,  as  the  commencement  of  the  5th  Persian 
year  of  Cambyses),  and  go  back  from  this  epoch,  it  follows 
that  unless  he  supposed  some  great  omissions  in  the  Egyp- 
tian lists, — the  accession  of  Apries,  “to  whom  the  Jews  fled” 
after  the  burning  of  the  temple,  of  Nccho,  who  “took  Jeru- 
salem and  carried  away  Jehoahaz,”  of  Tirhakah,  who  came 
out  to  fight  Sennacherib  in  the  14th  year  of  Hezekiah,  of  So 
(probably  Sevechus),  with  whom  Hoshea  was  in  correspond- 
ence in  the  2nd  year  of  Hezekiah,  will  all  appear  32  or  33 
years  — and  that  of  Shishak,  who  took  Jerusalem  in  the  5th 
year  of  Rehoboam,  42  or  43  years  — below  the  dates  required 
by  Africanus.  But  the  Exodus,  being  placed  by  him  in 
B.C.  1797,  will  appear  to  have  taken  place  in  the  first  year 
of  Aseth,  the  last  of  those  same  Shepherd  kings  under 
whom,  according  to  Africanus,  “ Joseph  is  proved  to  have 
governed  Egypt.”  The  descent  of  Jacob  into  Egypt  being 
set  at  Sept.  1,  B.C.  2010,  would  seem  by  the  Egyptian  lists 
to  have  been  in  the  25th  year  not  of  the  Shepherds  but  of 
the  Memphite  Dyn.  XVII  of  the  Old  Chronicle,  under 
Snefrou;  and  the  Call  of  Abraham  being  set  at  Sept.  1,  B.c. 
2225,  his  descent  into  Egypt  would  seem  to  have  been  only 
just  after  the  accession  of  Menes. 

But  the  Egyptian  lists  transcribed  by  Africanus  were  not 
a single  chronological  series,  like  that  of  the  dynasties  of  the 
Old  Chronicle,  agreeing  perfectly  with  the  harmonised  chro- 
nology of  the  Scriptures  and  Josephus,  and  putting  Mcncs 
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atB.c.  2224  or  2225,  really  65  years  above,  but  according  to 
Africanus  77  years  below,  the  birth  of  Abraham):  nor  were 
they  exactly  those  of  the  original  Manctho,  who  added  1674 
fresh  years  of  kings  to  the  1881  of  the  Chronicle,  and  so 
might  seem  to  carry  Menes  up  798  years  above  the  Flood; 
but  they  were  those  (with  some  accidental  variations  too  in 
the  text)  of  Ptolemy  of  Mendes,  who  superadded  1919  years 
of  antiquity  even  to  the  3558  years  of  Manetho,  and  so  might 
seem  to  put  the  accession  of  Menes  455  years  above  the  Cre- 
ation according  to  the  joint  scale  of  the  Scriptures  and  Jo- 
sephus, or  (455  — 140=)  315  years  above  it  according  to  the 
scale  of  Africanus.  It  will  be  advisable,  therefore,  before 
examining  how  he  deals  with  particular  synchronisms,  to 
ascertain  first  how  Africanus  regarded  that  vast  number  of 
years  which  he  transcribed,  and  in  what  relation  he  let  them 
stand  generally  to  his  own  chronology. 

Now  there  is  a passage  of  Eusebius  in  which  he  seems  to 
give  it  as  his  own  opinion  that,  the  bulk  of  the  vast  periods 
of  Manetho  and  the  Old  Chronicle  being  understood  to 
consist  of  months  reckoned  and  named  as  years , it  may  fairly 
be  supposed  that,  when  reduced  to  true  years,  they  ought  to 
cover  the  duration  of  the  antediluvian  world,  and  the  space 
from  the  Flood  to  the  Dispersion.  Then  the  dynasties  of 
Egyptian  kings,  which  must  of  course  be  posterior  to  the 
Flood,  may  have  commenced  with  Mizraim  or  Menes  (sup- 
posed to  be  one  and  the  same  person),  “ who  was  born  not  so 
long  after  the  Flood,”  though  he  may  not  have  settled  in 
Egypt  till  the  time  of  the  Dispersion.  And  if  there  are  still 
too  many  kings  for  any  time  that  can  be  allowed  between 
Mizraim  and  Nectanebo,  it  is  carefully  to  be  borne  in  mind 
that  there  may  well  have  been  — indeed  it  is  confessed  that 
in  old  times  there  actually  were  — kings  co-regnant  with  one 
another,  and  dynasties  contemporary  in  different  parts  of 
Egypt,  each  confined  within  its  own  Nome  or  district. 

It  is  clear  that  any  writer  taking  this  view  of  the  matter 
would  be  under  no  necessity  of  disallowing  any  portion  of 
Ptolemy’s  lists,  but  he  might  naturally  give  them  entire,  even 
though  he  had  no  clue  to  enable  him  to  reduce  them  into 
chronological  onler,  and  to  show  which  kings  had  been 
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co-regnant  and  for  what  part  of  their  reigns,  and  which 
dynasties  had  been  contemporaneous  with  one  another,  and 
for  how  long. 

But  Eusebius  in  his  own  chronology  has  done  nothing  of 
the  kind.  On  the  contrary  he  has  cut  off  and  disallowed  in  the 
Egyptian  lists  all  that  seemed  to  him  to  be  before  his  own 
date  for  the  birth  of  Abraham.  And  seeing  that  the  series  of 
the  Old  Chronicle,  which  he  found  together  with  Ptolemy’s 
Manetho  in  Africanus,  needed  comparatively  but  little  al- 
teration to  suit  his  purpose,  he  arbitrarily  altered  it,  and 
then  filled  up  its  framework,  as  altered,  with  names  and 
reigns  from  Ptolemy’s  Manetho.  Making  the  accession  of 
Menes  and  the  head  of  Dyn.  XVI  to  coincide  with  his  date 
for  the  birth  of  Abraham,  he  exhibits  from  this  point  down- 
wards a series  of  his  own,  following  neither  the  Chronicle 
nor  Ptolemy,  but  compiling  unscrupulously  from  both.  And 
we  learn  further  from  Syncellus  that  he  distinctly  rejected 
as  unsatisfactory,  and  as  incapable  of  producing  any  agree- 
ment with  the  truth,  the  idea  of  dealing  with  the  myriads  of 
years  as  with  months.  For  Panodorua  blamed  Eusebius  for 
this,  and  undertook  himself  to  harmonise  the  vast  Egyptian 
periods  with  sacred  and  true  chronology  by  the  help  of  this 
same  principle  of  reduction. 

It  may  therefore  be  inferred  with  confidence  that  this 
passage  also  (the  sense  of  which  has  been  given  above)  was 
transcribed  like  the  names  of  Ptolemy’s  lists  from  Africanus, 
whose  opinion,  and  not  Eusebius’s,  it  embodies.  And  it 
gives  a clue  to  the  right  understanding  of  Africanus’s  method 
and  principle  in  transcribing  faithfully  the  lists  of  Ptolemy, 
though  they  seemed  to  carry  back  the  Egyptian  monarchy 
beyond  the  creation  of  man.  It  is  Africanus  then  who 
writes  (in  the  old  Armenian  version  of  the  Chronicon  of 
Eusebius)  as  follows  : — 

“ Opportunum  commodumque  est  etiam  res  zEgyptiacas 
liic  subnectere  ex  Manethone,  in  quo  prajsertim  historia  ista 
niti  videtur. 

“ Primus  ASgyptiorum  Deus  Vulcanus  fuit,  qui  etiam 
ignis  repertor  apud  eos  celebratur.  Ex  eo  Sol:  postea. 
Agathodaemon : deinde  Saturnus : turn  Osiris : cxin  Osiridis 
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frater  Typhon : ad  extremum  Horns,  Osiridis  et  Isidis 
filius.  Hi  primi  inter  yl'.gyptios  rcrum  potiti  sunt. 

“ Deinceps  continuata  successione  delapsa  est  regia 
potestas  usque  ad  By  tin,  per  annos  tredecim  mille  ac 
nongentos.  Lunarem  tamen  annum  intelligo,  videlicet  tri- 
gintadiebus  constantem : quem  enim  nunc  mensem  dicimus 
^'gyptii  olim  anni  nomine  indigitabant. 

“Post  Deos  regnavere  Heroes  annis  mcclv  [mccxxx], 
Rursusque  alii  Reges  dominati  sunt  annis  mdcccxvii. 
Turn  alii  xxx  Reges  Memphite  annis  mdccxc.  Deinde 
alii  Think®  x Reges  annis  cccl.  Secuta  est  Manium  Horo- 
umque  dominatio  annis  mmmmmdcccxiii. 

“ Summa  teinporum  in  undecim  millia  consurgit  an- 
norum,  qui  tamen  lunares  nempe  menstrui  sunt. 

“ Sed  reverd  dominatio  quam  narrant  iEgyptii  Deo  ruin, 
Ileroum,  et  Manium  tenuisse  putatur  lunares  annos  omnino 
viginti  quatuor  mille  et  nongentos,  ex  quibus  fiunt  solares 
anni  mmccvi  [mmlxxv]. 

“ Atque  hasc  quidem  si  cum  Hebreorum  chronologic  con- 
ferre  volueris,  in  eamdem  plane  conspirare  sententiam  vide - 
bis.  Namque  iEgyptus  ab  Hebreis  Mezraimus  appellatur. 
Mezraimus  autem  [non?]  multis  post  diluvium  annis  extitit. 
Quippe  ex  Chamo  Noachi  filio  post  diluvium  ortus  est  iEgyp- 
tus  sive  Mizraimus,  qui  primus  ad  yEgypti  incolatum  pro- 
fectus  est  qua  tempestate  gentes  hue  illuc  spargi  cceperant  ” 
[t.  e.  cccxcix  saltern  annis  post  diluvium  secundum  Africa- 
num],  “ Erat  autem  summa  temporis  ab  Adamo  ad  diluvium 
secundum  Hebncos  annorum  mmccxlii”  [i.  e.  secundum 
Euscbium,  mhcclxii  verd  secundum  Africanum]. 

“ Cffiterum,  quum  JEgyptii  prerogative  antiquitatis 
quamdam  seriem  ante  diluvium  tenere  se  jactent  Deorum, 
Hcroum,  et  Manium  annis  plus  viginti  mille  regnantium, 
plane  cequum  est  ut  hi  anni  in  menses  tot  convertantur  quot  ab 
Jlebrceis  memorantur  anni  ; nempe,  ut  qui  menses  continentur 
in  memoratis  apudJIebreeos  annis  ii  totidem  intelligantur  JEgyp- 
tiorum  lunares  anni,  pro  ea  temporum  summa  quee  a primo 
condito  homine  ad  Mezraimum  usque  colligitur.  Etenim 
Mezraimus  generis  JEgyptiaci  auetor  fuit,  ab  coque  prima 
VEgyptiorum  dynastia  credenda  est.” 
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According  to  this  opinion,  as  the  month-years  of  Manctho 
did  not  give  when  divided  by  12  the  requisite  sum  of  2262 
full  years  to  the  Flood,  still  less  the  400,  500,  or  600  years 
on  to  the  Dispersion,  the  lunations  or  month-years  of  the 
Egyptians  might  be  made  into  as  many  months,  that  is, 
might  fairly  have  a3  many  more  months  added,  as  would 
enable  them  to  make  up  the  same  sum  as  was  obtainable  by 
multiplying  the  years  reckoned  by  the  Hebrews  into  months. 
So,  if  Africanus  reckoned  (2262  + 399  = ) 2661  years  to  the 
birth  of  Peleg,  he  would  make  or  allow  for  the  Egyptians 
2661  x 12  = 31,932  month-years;  or,  if  2661  + 209  to  the 
death  of  Peleg,  he  would  allow  2870  x 12  = 34,440,  convert- 
ing, tacitly  that  is  and  by  implication,  in  the  latter  case  only 
52  years  fewer  than  were  converted  by  the  earliest  Egyptian 
scheme,  and  just  reversing  the  process  of  Ptolemy.  For 
Ptolemy  reduced  from  the  Chronicle  a sum  greater  than 
Manetho’s,  but  less  than  that  of  the  hieratic  source  of  the 
Chronicle,  and  filled  up  what  was  wanting  to  two  Cycles,  so 
that  it  came  to  the  same  thing  as  if  he  had  reduced  the  34,064 
months  of  the  older  hieratic  scheme. 

Thus  Africanus,  without  attempting  to  fix  exactly  the 
first  year  of  Menes-Mizraim  in  Egypt,  or  that  of  the  first 
Dispersion,  near  to  which  he  says  it  was,  would  be  able  to 
allow  for  the  xxxi  dynasties  of  Ptolemy’s  kings  a space  of 
not  more  than  (5502  — 2661  = ) 2841  years  at  the  most  (no 
distinction  being  made  between  Hebrew  years  and  Egyp- 
tian) to  our  era,  or  2509  to  B.c.  332,  nor  less  than  (5502  — 
2870=)  2632  at  the  least  to  our  era,  or  2300  to  b.c.  332. 
But  the  dynasties  of  the  Manetho  of  Ptolemy  exhibited  a 
series  of  5487  years  ending  in  b.c.  332,  or  of  5819  to  our  era, 
exceeding  by  (5819  — 2841  = ) 2978  at  the  least,  or  by  (5819 
— 2632  = ) 3187  at  the  most,  the  space  he  had  to  allow  them. 
In  fact  there  were  in  Ptolemy’s  lists  about  double  the  number 
of  yearB  which  he  could  place  in  single  succession  ; and  even 
with  the  scheme  of  the  original  Manetho  the  sum  is  (3555  — 
2509  = ) 1046  over  what  Africanus  could  allow  at  the  most. 
In  allusion  to  this  discrepancy  then,  with  which  he  had  need 
to  deal,  he  proceeds  as  follows  : — 

“ Quod  si  teinporum  copia  adhuc  cxuberct,  reputandum 
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sedulo  est  plures  fortasse  iEgyptionnn  reges  unit  eudemque 
tetate  extitisse : namque  et  Thinitas  [t.  e.  Tanitas]  et  Memphi- 
tas  eodem  tempore  regnavisse  aiunt,  et  Saitas  et  JEtliiopes, 
similiterque  alios.  [Sic  forsan  legendum  transponendo.] 
Videntur  pratterea  alii  quoquc  alibi  imperium  tenuissc,  atque 
li*  dynastia3  suo  quteque  in  nomo  semet  continnisse  ; ita  ut 
baud  singuli  reges  successivam  potestatem  accepcrint,  sed 
alius  alio  loco  c&dcm  cetatc  rcgnaverit.  Atque  hinc  contigit 
ut  tantus  cumulus  annorum  confieret.” 

The  construction  in  the  Latin  translation  is  confused,  but 
the  sense  seems  to  be  clearly  this,  that  both  some  kings  may 
have  been  co-regnant  with  others  as  colleagues,  or  as  suzerains 
and  subordinates,  of  which  latter  kind  perhaps  instances  are 
meant  to  be  given,  and  also  (“ prceterca,"  “ quoquc”)  some  of 
the  dynasties  may  have  been  at  once  independent  and  con- 
temporary, being  confined  each  to  its  own  distinct  territory. 
And  this  was  not  only  indirectly  suggested  by  the  very 
difference  of  the  local  designations,  but  it  was  expressly 
acknowledged  by  Manetho  himself,  Chatremon,  Artapanus, 
and  others.  And  one  expression  of  Africanus  “aiunt” 
(“  they  say  ”)  is  remarkable ; as  if,  when  he  was  in  Egypt,  he 
had  made  inquiries  on  the  subject,  and  had  been  told  by  the 
Egyptians  themselves  that  the  early  Memphites  had  been 
contemporary  with  the  Tanites,  and  the  first  three  nominal 
kings  of  Manetho’s  Saite  Dyn.  XXYI  with  the  Ethiopians 
of  his  Dyn.  XXV. 

And,  starting  from  the  assertion  that  at  the  time  of  the 
insurrection  against  the  Shepherds,  or  very  shortly  before, 
“ there  were  many  kings  reigning  in  different  parts  of 
Egypt,”  and  taking  only  the  chief  localities  named  by  the 
original  Manetho  in  connection  with  early  dynasties,  as 
Tanis,  Memphis,  Elephantine  or  Alt,  Thebes,  and  Xois  or 
Kes,  and  the  shortest  space  of  time  reckoned  by  any  scheme 
as  intervening  between  Menes  and  Dyn.  XVIII,  viz.,  the 
(190+ 103  + 184  = ) 477  years  of  the  Old  Chronicle,  Afri- 
canus would  be  able,  with  these  alone,  and  without  reckoning 
any  line  or  lines  of  the  Sethroitic  Shepherds,  to  account 
easily  for  (477  x 5 = ) 2385  years,  and  for  about  125  kings, 
indeed  for  many  more  than  125  kings,  if  he  wished.  And 
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2385  years  added  to  the  (1881  + 14  = 1895-477  = ) 1418 
years  (with  about  86  more  kings)  below  the  head  of  Dyn. 
XVIII,  would  make  a sum  of  3803  years,  which  exceeds 
that  of  the  true  Manetho  (viz.  3555  years),  but  is  still  short 
by  1684  years  of  the  5487  of  Ptolemy.  And  these  1684 
years  might  be  accounted  for  by  reckoning  two  or  three 
more  lines,  viz.  of  the  Shepherds  mentioned  by  the  original 
Manetho,  and  of  the  Ileracleopulites  and  “ other  Shepherds  ” 
added  by  Ptolemy,  and  by  noticing  that  one  and  the  same 
general  designation,  as  “Memphite”  in  Ptolemy’s  Dynas- 
ties III,  IV,  and  VI,  and  “Diospolite”  in  others  of  his  dy- 
nasties, was  given  to  distinct  lines  of  kings,  besides  allowing 
something  for  co-regnancics.  But  Africanus,  having  above 
the  head  of  Dyn.  XVIII  (the  true  date  for  which  is  in  B.C. 
1748)  not  477  years  only  like  the  Old  Egyptian  Chronicle, 
but  (5502  — 2661  = 2841  —1797  = ) 1044  assignable  to  kings, 
needed  only  to  suppose  the  co-existence  during  all  this  space 
of  four  local  dynasties  instead  of  six  or  eight,  at  least,  which 
according  to  Ptolemy  must  have  co-existed  during  some 
part  of  it,  to  obtain  4176  years,  which  with  (1894—477  = ) 
1417  below  the  head  of  Dyn.  XVIII  added  would  become 
5593.  And  these  are  more  years  than  he  found  reckoned 
by  Ptolemy  to  his  xxxi  dynasties.  So  that  Africanus 
might  well  think  that  the  explanation  suggested  was  abun- 
dantly sufficient  for  its  purpose,  even  though  all  the  local 
dynasties  had  not  commenced  together  at  the  same  date  with 
the  monarchy  of  Menes-Mizraim. 

Such  being  the  view  taken  by  Africanus  of  Ptolemy’s 
xxxi  dynasties  of  kings,  it  is  manifest  that  he  had  no  reason 
in  transcribing  the  earlier  dynasties  either  to  alter  or  curtail 
them,  or  to  be  careful  about  synchronisms.  Only,  in  giving 
the  sums  of  the  first  two,  and  of  the  first  four  dynasties,  he 
alludes  to  his  view  stated  above,  and  reminds  the  reader  of 
it  by  adding  the  words  “after  the  Flood ” ('O pov  a ical  /9' 
Swaoreias,  pera  tov  Kara/cXvapav,  erg  <pve'  and  'Opov  twv  S' 
Swatrreiwv  perd  tov  KaTa/cXvcrpov  erg  ,apf  •),  which  it  is  clearly 
a mistake  to  ascribe  to  Synccllus,  who  distinctly  objects 
that  even  the  3555  years  of  kings  collected  out  of  the  ori- 
ginal Manetho  (whereas  Ptolemy  added  1919  more)  ran 
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back  so  as  to  cover  not  only  all  the  534  years  which  he 
made  between  the  Flood  and  the  Dispersion,  but  also  656  of 
the  years  “ before  the  Flood.'"  And  on  this  account  he  sum- 
marily disallows  and  cuts  off  1190  of  the  3555  years  of  the 
original  Manetho,  professing  to  allow  the  remaining  2365. 
But,  if  Ptolemy’s  dynasties  had  been  spoken  of,  Synccllus, 
or  the  author  whom  he  was  following,  would  have  had  to 
cut  off  (1190+1919=)  3109  years.  Nor  are  the  words 
“ after  the  Flood”  any  more  likely  to  have  been  added  by 
Eusebius  in  mentioning  the  first  dynasties  of  Ptolemy  and 
Africanus,  or,  as  he  would  call  them,  of  Manetho.  For  Eu- 
sebius, equally  with  Syncellus,  disallows  and  cuts  off,  without 
apology  or  explanation,  all  that  seemed  to  rise  not  merely 
above  the  Flood  or  the  Dispersion,  but  above  his  own  date 
for  the  birth  of  Abraham.  The  words  in  question  therefore 
were  no  doubt  copied  by  Eusebius  from  Africanus,  and  either 
from  Africanus  himself  or  from  Eusebius  by  Syncellus ; and 
they  are  to  be  taken  in  connection  with  what  has  preceded, 
as  throwing  light  on  Africanus’s  view  of  the  Egyptian  lists 
both  of  Ptolemy  and  of  Manetho  himself. 

For  one  especially,  and  that  the  earliest  of  the  Hebrew 
synchronisms  noticed  by  Africanus,  there  is  need  of  the 
foregoing  considerations.  He  had  learned,  as  it  seems,  from 
Josephus  and  from  others  that  the  Patriarch  Joseph  came 
into  Egypt  and  was  raised  to  power  under  the  Shepherd 
kings  named  in  Dyn.  XVII  of  the  original  Manetho,  which 
is  Dyn.  XV  of  Ptolemy.  Synccllus  indeed  says  that  there 
was  a consensus  that  he  came  in  the  17  th  year  of  Apophis. 
Nor  is  there  any  reason  to  doubt,  after  this  assertion,  that 
the  note  “ /card  tovtovs  Air/xrirrlmv  /Sskt  iXevs  [/SacriAsts  ?] 
Taw rj<f>  Sehcvirrai  ” now  joined  with  this  dynasty,  as  cut  down 
and  transposed  by  Eusebius,  was  copied  by  him  like  other 
similar  notices  from  Africanus.  Now  if  Africanus  had  used 
the  work  of  the  original  Manetho,  or  only  those  extracts  from 
it  which  he  might  know  from  Josephus,  the  name  of  Apophis 
standing/ourtA  of  the  six  Shepherds,  and  the  true  date  of  the 
Exodus  being  94  years  below  the  head  of  Dyn.  XVIII,  the 
synchronism  marked  for  Joseph  would  have  agreed  perfectly 
with  the  lists.  Still,  for  Africanus  (who  imagined  the  Exo- 
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dus  to  have  taken  place  at  the  very  commencement  of  Dyn. 
XVIII)  there  would  have  been  even  so  a difficulty,  which 
would  have  made  it  inconvenient  to  name  Apophis.  But  with 
the  Manetho  of  Ptolemy  which,  with  one  or  two  accidental 
variations,  is  that  of  Africanus  the  synchronism  of  Joseph 
and  the  Shepherds  of  (Ptolemy’s)  Dyn.  XV  is  at  first  sight 
utterly  inexplicable,  and  that  equally  whether  Apophis  were 
named  or  not,  and  whether  (being  named)  he  were  placed 
fourth  of  the  six  kings,  as  ho  was  by  the  original  Manetho, 
or  last,  as  he  is  by  Ptolemy  and  Africanus.  For  between 
the  end  of  Dyn.  XV,  “ under  the  kings  of  which  Joseph  is 
shown  to  have  ruled  Egypt,”  and  the  first  king  of  Dyn. 
XVIII,  Amosis,  “ under  whom  as  we  have  proved,”  Afri- 
canus remarks,  “ Moses  went  forth  from  Egypt,”  there  inter- 
vene in  Ptolemy’s  and  Africanus’s  list  two  whole  dynas- 
ties with  (32  + 43  = ) 75  reigns  and  (518  -4- 151  =)  669  years. 
Nevertheless  Africanus  no  doubt  marked  the  synchronism  of 
Joseph  with  Dyn.  XV  without  hesitation,  because  his  view, 
as  explained  above,  left  it  open  to  suppose  that  the  kings  of 
the  two  intervening  Dynasties,  XVI  and  XVII,  were  two  or 
three  distinct  lines  of  “other  Shepherds,”  and  of  “ Shepherds 
and  Diospolites,  ” contemporary  with  the  more  important 
line  of  Dyn.  XV,  those  of  Dyn.  XVI  being  also  under- 
stood to  have  commenced  first,  though,  as  inferiors,  who  con- 
tinued under  Dyn.  XV,  they  might  be  mentioned  after  it. 
Nor  is  it  to  be  thought  that  Africanus  transposed  Apophis 
so  as  to  stand  last  of  the  six  kings  of  Dyn.  XV  instead  of 
fourth,  as  he  stood  in  the  original  Manetho  of  Josephus,  to 
suit  some  view  of  his  own.  For  it  plainly  did  not  suit,  that 
the  king  under  whom  Joseph  was  promoted  should  stand 
next  in  chronological  order  before  Amosis  under  whom  the 
Exodus  was  supposed,  though  erroneously,  to  have  taken 
place;  while,  if  the  kings  of  Dyn.  XVI  and  XVII  in- 
tervened, the  place  of  Apophis  in  Dyn.  XV  could  matter 
nothing.  But  the  placing  of  Apophis  last  of  the  six,  though 
a variation  from  the  original  Manetho,  was  found  by  Afri- 
canus in  the  lists  of  Ptolemy,  and  was  copied  as  found. 

Africanus’s  combined  sacred  and  Greek  chronology  in  the 
form  in  which  he  seems  to  Lave  left  it  may  be  stated  thus  : 
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Taking  the  accession  of  Cyrus  in  Olymp.  55  o',  really  in  the 
spring  of  B.C.  559  but  for  him  at  Sept.  1 b.c.  560,  to  be  a 
fixed  and  known  point,  agreed  upon  in  a manner  by  all,  and 
coincident  with  the  end  of  the  70  years  of  the  Captivity,  he 
goes  up  from  this  point  in  his  sacred  scale  70  years  to  the 
commencement  of  the  1st,  or,  as  he  may  be  thought  to  have 
reckoned  originally,  of  the  11th  year  of  Zedekiah,  and  thence 
390  to  the  death  of  Solomon,  or  490  to  the  separation  of 
Samuel  and  Saul,  and  again  90  of  Eli  and  Samuel,  and  490 
of  Judges  and  of  time  appended  to  that  of  the  J udges,  and  30 
of  the  Elders  who  outlived  Joshua,  and  (25  + 2 = ) 27  of 
Joshua,  and  40  of  Moses.  So  he  makes  in  all  1237  years 
between  the  accession  of  Cyrus  or  the  end  of  the  Captivity 
and  the  Exodus  (2  years  of  the  1237,  however,  being  merely 
transferred  to  Joshua  below  the  Exodus  from  those  430 
years  which  ought  to  have  stood  next  above  it,  and  which 
are  reduced  to  428).  And  thus  the  Exodus  is  put  by  him 
at  Sept.  1,  B.C.  1797.  And  for  his  Greek  chronology  he 
goes  up  from  the  accession  of  Cyrus  217  years  to  the  head  of 
his  own  year  containing  at  its  end  the  first  Olympic  contest, 
viz.  to  Sept.  1,  in  B.C.  777  ; and  thence  1020  years  to  the 
Attic  Flood  of  Ogyges,  who  founded  Eleusis,  in  the  time 
of  Phoroneus.  And  so  Ogyges,  being  (217  + 1020  = ) 1237 
years  above  the  accession  of  Cyrus,  at  Sept.  1 b.c.  1797, 
synchronises  exactly  with  the  Exodus ; or  rather,  as  we  shall 
see  below,  the  Exodus  was  made  to  synchronise  with 
Ogyges.  Again,  from  the  head  of  his  year  containing  the 
first  Olympiad  he  made  up  to  the  foundation  of  Sicyon  1336 
years,  putting  this  at  the  head  of  the  28th  year  of  the 
Patriarch  Jacob,  316  years  above  the  Exodus,  that  is  in  B.C. 
2113  (so  that  the  time  allowed  between  Jacob’s  130th  year 
and  the  Exodus  is  shown  to  be  only  213  instead  of  215 
years).  And  since  he  expressly  says  that  the  Exodus  and 
the  Flood  of  Ogyges  were  under  Phoroneus,  it  is  clear  that 
he  could  not  put  the  foundation  of  Argos  by  Inachus  more 
than  50  + 59=109  full  years  above  Sept.  1 in  B.c.  1797, 
that  is,  it  could  not  be  placed  higher  than  Sept.  1 in  B.C. 
1906;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  as  he  makes  189  from 
Ogyges  and  the  Exodus  to  Cecrops,  and  thence  “ not  quite 
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400  ” to  Troy,  while  the  whole  sum  of  years  between 
lnachus  and  Troy,  according  to  the  older  and  longer  reckon- 
ing which  he  followed,  was  698,  it  is  clear  that  the  founda- 
tion of  Argos  by  lnachus  could  not  be  placed  less  than  698 
years  above  Sept.  1,  in  B.C.  (1797  — 189=1608  — 400  = ) 
1208,  the  lowest  admissible  date  for  Troy.  And,  if  so  placed, 
it  was  at  Sept.  1,  in  B.C.  1906,  207  years  after  the  founda- 
tion of  Sicyon ; and  the  Flood  of  Ogyges  and  the  Exodus 
were  in  the  last  year  of  Phoroneus.  In  fact  Africanus, 
seeking  for  some  support  for  this  his  own  synchronism  of  the 
Exodus  and  Phoroneus  (for  Ptolemy  had  made  it  synchronise 
with  lnachus),  observes  that  some  writers,  and  he  names 
Polemo  for  one,  put  it  under  Apis,  as  if  this  opinion  were 
identical,  or  all  but  identical,  with  his  own,  he  having  put  it 
only  one  year  above  the  accession  of  Apis. 

The  foundation  of  Sicyon  207  years  before  that  of  Argos 
would  seem,  if  Syncellus  is  to  be  trusted,  to  have  been  the 
highest  point  distinctly  fixed  by  Africanus  in  his  profane 
chronology.  For  Syncellus  blames  him  for  having  put  the 
commencement  of  the  Assyrian  empire  only  199  years  above 
the  foundation  of  Argos,  making  Argos  to  have  been  founded 
“ in  the  200th  year  of  the  Assyrians,  in  the  time  of  Arius 
their  fifth  king,’’  Belus  being  reckoned  as  the  first.  So 
Africanus,  even  while  reckoning  not  as  was  usual  from 
Ninus  but  from  Belus,  would  have  put  the  commencement 
of  the  Assyrian  monarchy  as  low  as  b.c.  2105,  above  100 
years  lower  than  other  authors,  who  reckoned  975  years 
from  the  Median  capture  of  Babylon,  and  again  526  years  of 
Afryrian  empire,  properly  so  called,  down  to  the  revolt  of 
Media,  whether  after  B.C.  821,  or  later.  But  if  from  B.c.  821 
we  go  up  526  + 975  years,  we  obtain  the  date  B.C.  2322,  or 
if  from  B.C.  747  or  711  we  obtain  B.C.  2248  or  2205.  And  the 
observations  of  eclipses  during  1903  years,  sent  to  Aristotle 
by  Callisthenes  from  Babylon,  imply  as  high  a commence- 
ment as  B.c.  (331  + 1903  = ) 2234,  10  years  above  the  date  of 
the  accession  of  Menes  in  Egypt ; so  that  Berosus  and  Ma- 
netho  might  with  truth  be  said  to  have  begun  their  histories 
of  the  Babylonian  and  Egyptian  monarchies  nearly  from  the 
same  year.  If  Africanus  really  gave  the  date  imputed  to 
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him  by  Syncellus,  he  must  have  put  the  first  year  of  the 
Assyrians,  according  to  his  own  reckoning,  in  the  36th  of  the 
Patriarch  Jacob.  But  if  Scaliger  is  right  in  supposing  that 
Eusebius  took  his  Assyrian  names  not  directly  from  Ctesias, 
but  from  Africanus,  then  since  he  suppresses  above  Teuta- 
mus  4 kings,  with  162  years,  being  just  his  difference  from 
Africanus  between  the  Exodus  and  Solomon,  and  yet  puts 
the  accession  of  Ninua  at  B.C.  2058,  this  would  look  as  if 
Africanus  had  put  it  at  B.C.  (2058  + 162  =)  2220,  only  4 
years  below  the  true  date  of  the  accession  of  Menes. 

Downwards  also  in  like  manner  Africanus  reckoned  his 
combined  Greek  and  sacred  history  from  the  same  fixed 
point  of  the  accession  of  Cyrus,  set  at  Sept.  1,  B.c.  560,  as 
has  been  stated  above. 

Whether  he  originally  made  from  the  death  of  Solomon 
to  the  desolation  of  Samaria  268  years  (the  number  now 
required  by  his  date,  a.m.  4750),  and  began  the  70  of  the 
Captivity  with  the  Jirst  of  Zedekiah,  or  made  at  first  258 
only  to  the  desolation  of  Samaria,  and  began  the  70  years 
with  the  eleventh  of  Zedekiah,  as  we  have  some  reason  for 
supposing,  is  chronologically  immaterial.  For  in  both  cases 
alike  he  reckoned  one  and  the  same  sum  of  390  years  from 
the  death  of  Solomon  to  the  Captivity,  and  the  same  sum  of 
70  years  more  after  the  390  to  the  accession  of  Cyrus  at  B.C. 
560.  And  it  is  all  one  whether  there  were  10  unhistorical 
years  interpolated  in  the  390  above  to  be  followed  by  38 
historical  and  only  32  unhistorical  in  the  70  below,  or  the 
390  were  all  true  and  historical  above  while  the  70  contain 
only  28  historical  and  42  unhistorical  years  below. 

From  the  commencement  of  Dyn.  XVIII  there  i3  no 
longer  in  Egypt  (to  speak  generally)  any  question  of  con- 
current dynasties.  So  from  that  point  all  Egyptian  lists, 
whether  those  of  the  original  Manetho,  of  Ptolemy,  or  of 
Africanus,  either  cxliibit  or  ought  to  exhibit  one  consecutive 
chronological  series.  And,  after  first  ascertaining  what  pre- 
cisely that  scries  is  in  the  lists  of  Africanus,  we  may  pro- 
ceed to  compare  it  with  his  combined  reckoning  of  saered  and 
Greek  chronology  explained  above,  and  see  how  far  the  t%vo 
series  may  accord  with  one  another  in  their  synchronisms. 


Digitized  by  Google 


JULIUS  AFRICANUS. 


719 


Taking  as  a known  and  fixed  basis,  common  to  his  sacred 
his  Greek  and  his  Egyptian  reckonings,  the  commencement 
of  Cambyses’s  fifth  Persian  year,  marked  as  the  year  of  his 
Egyptian  accession  in  the  heading  of  Dyn.  XXVII  of 
Ptolemy  and  Africanus,  and  fixed  for  Africanus  to  Sept.  1, 
B.C.  526,  if  we  reckon  upwards  from  this  point  according  to 
the  true  chronological  scale  of  the  Old  Egyptian  Chronicle,  we 
find  (177  +44  + 44  + 19  +48  + 121  + 228  + 194  + 348  = ) 
1223  years  to  the  head  of  Dyn.  XVIII,  which  so  is  placed 
in  b.c.  1748,  or  for  Africanus  at  Sept.  1,  b.c.  1749.  By 
the  lists  of  the  original  Manetho  we  should  find  not  1223  but 
1212,  being  fewer  years  by  11,  and  we  should  have  to  set 
the  head  of  Dyn.  XVIII  at  Sept.  1,  B.C.  1738.  By  those 
of  Ptolemy  of  Mendes,  who  added  15  years  to  Manctho’s 
333  in  Dyn.  XVIII,  and  13  more  to  Manetho’s  150  in  Dyn. 
XXVI,  we  should  have  1240,  being  28  years  more  than 
Manetho’s  sum,  and  17  more  than  that  of  the  true  reckoning 
of  the  Chronicle.  But  the  sum  obtained  by  reckoning  up 
the  years  in  Africanus's  copy  of  Ptolemy's  lists  differs  from  all 
these  three.  It  is  neither  1223,  nor  1212,  nor  1240;  but 
it  is  (1240  — 13  = ) 1227,  its  peculiarity  being  caused  by  this 
accident,  that  the  particular  MS.  used  by  Africanus,  while  it 
gave  generally  the  text  of  Ptolemy,  had  in  places  admitted 
variants  derived  from  the  original  Manetho ; and  within  the 
space  now  under  discussion,  while  it  had  Ptolemy’s  addition 
of  15  years  in  Dyn.  XVIII  (see  above  pp.  445,  447),  it 
had  not  in  Dyn.  XXVI  his  addition  of  13  years.  By 
this  accident  the  sum  exhibited  by  the  Egyptian  lists  of 
Africanus,  being  1227  years,  falls  short  of  that  of  Ptolemy 
by  13,  but  exceeds  that  of  Manetho  by  15  years,  and  it 
exceeds  also  the  truth  by  4 years.  And  according  to  this 
sum  the  head  of  Dyn.  XVIII  is  fixed  for  Africanus  to  Sept. 
1,  B.C.  1753,  which  would  have  been  in  his  sacred  reckoning 
just  the  date  of  the  Exodus,  were  it  not  for  his  blunder  about 
the  years  of  the  Captivity  and  of  the  Kings,  which  first  caused 
him  to  interpolate  42  years,  and  were  it  not  also  for  his  trans- 
position of  2 years  really  belonging  to  the  time  before  the 
Exodus  to  stand  in  connection  with  Joshua  after  it.  These 
two  causes,  the  one  of  them  plainly  a mere  blunder,  the  other 
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ns  plainly  a contrivance  and  an  after-thought,  thrust  up  the 
Exodus  44  years  above  the  point  where  without  these  two 
causes  he  would  have  set  it,  viz.  to  B.C.  1797  instead  of  B.C. 
1753.  And  yet  we  now  find  attached  to  the  name  of  Arao- 
sis  the  head  of  Dyn.  XVIII,  standing  as  it  does  for  him  at 
Sept.  1,  B.c.  1753,  this  remarkable  notice:  “in  whose  time 
Moses  went  forth  from  Egypt,  as  we  have  shown,  though 
our  present  reckoning  requires  that  he  should  be  now  still 
young.”  So  Africanus  has  not  merely  retained  this  synchro- 
nism, from  Ptolemy,  though  too  low  by  44  years  for  his  own 
sacred  and  Greek  chronology  (and  this  is  an  instance  of  his 
honesty),  but  he  has  added  words  which  make  the  synchro- 
nism his  own,  just  as  if  the  Exodus  were  really  placed  by 
him  at  the  same  point  with  the  accession  of  Amosis. 

Now,  if  we  consider  that  the  synchronism  of  Amosis  and 
the  Exodus  was  already  in  a manner  in  possession  of  the 
ground  before  Africanus  wrote,  having  been  asserted  both 
by  Manetho  and  by  Ptolemy  (by  the  latter  it  is  true  with 
the  addition  of  Inachus),  and  accepted  from  them  and  re- 
peated by  many  writers  both  Egyptian,  Hebrew,  Greek  and 
Latin,  and  by  Christians  as  well  as  Jews  and  heathens,  it  will 
certainly  seem  in  the  highest  degree  improbable  that  Afri- 
canus should  have  either  exhibited  this  synchronism  by  mere 
chance,  or  should  have  missed  so  exhibiting  it  only  through 
two  accidents,  the  one  a mere  blunder,  and  the  other  a minute 
adjustment  of  only  two  years  ; and  this  the  more  since,  even 
if  the  synchronism  itself  had  been  historically  true,  the  years 
found  by  Africanus  in  his  Egyptian  lists  between  the  acces- 
sions of  Cambyses  and  Amosis  were  too  many  by  four.  But 
in  point  of  fact  the  synchronism  asserted  was  a falsehood 
involving  a chronological  error  to  the  extent  of  94  years. 

Apart  from  his  blunder  about  the  accession  of  Cyrus  and 
the  Captivity,  and  his  transposition  (for  whatever  reason)  of 
two  years  from  above  to  below  the  Exodus,  the  original  and 
essential  peculiarity  in  the  sacred  scheme  of  Africanus  con- 
sists only  in  his  making  98  years  too  many  by  bis  conjectural 
insertions  after  the  death  of  Joshua  and  before  the  govern- 
ment of  Samuel.  His  excessive  additions  at  these  two  points 
excite  the  wonder  of  Eusebius,  who  not  seeing  any  imagin- 
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able  cause  or  motive  to  bias  Africanus’s  judgment  taxes  bim 
with  having  fallen  into  “a  gross  or  stupid  error”  ( crasso  er- 
rors'), in  making  them.  The  additions  are  wonderful,  no 
doubt,  and  they  are  made  on  very  slight  grounds.  Still  there 
is  nothing  about  them  like  a mere  mistake  or  blunder,  like 
that  made  in  reckoning  the  70  years  of  the  Captivity;  nor 
can  they  be  accounted  for  by  stupidity.  They  are  made  at  or 
near  points  where  the  Scriptures  certainly  left  two  breaks  in 
the  reckoning,  and  might  be  suspected  to  have  left  more 
than  two,  to  be  filled  up  by  tradition  or  by  inference.  And  the 
very  fact  that  at  points  where  some  insertions  were  needed 
Africanus  made  such  excessive  insertions  suggests  of  itself 
the  suspicion  that  in  making  them  he  was  influenced  by 
some  reckonings  or  synchronisms  which  had  already  a pre- 
scription in  their  favour,  and  with  which  he  wished  his  own 
sacred  reckoning  to  agree,  or  at  least  not  to  differ  very 
widely. 

Exactly  the  explanation  wanted  is  supplied  if  we  suppose 
him  to  have  been  influenced  by  that  synchronism  of  Amosis 
and  the  Exodus,  which  was  generally  admitted  when  he 
wrote,  and  which  he  found  marked  in  Ptolemy’s  Egyptian 
lists.  For  the  assumption  of  this  false  synchronism,  which 
puts  the  Exodus  94  years  too  high  according  to  the  true 
Egyptian  chronology,  but  98  too  high  according  to  Afri- 
canus’s copy  of  Ptolemy’s  lists  (for  in  them  the  acces- 
sion of  Amosis  is  too  high  by  4 years),  would  require,  as  a 
matter  of  course,  the  reckoning  of  98  years  too  many  be- 
tween the  Exodus  and  the  end  of  the  Captivity  in  the  sacred 
scheme  if  the  synchronism  were  to  be  exhibited.  And  98 
years  is  precisely  the  (uncompensated)  excess  arising  from 
Africanus’s  insertions  at  the  two  points  above-mentioned  after 
Joshua  and  before  Samuel. 

All  that  is  necessary  is  to  suppose  that  in  point  of  order 
this  was  Africanus’s  first  and  chief  preparatory  operation 
towards  constructing  his  combined  scheme  of  sacred  and  pro- 
fane chronology  below  the  Flood,  viz.  to  make  out  two  parallel 
lengths  of  the  Egyptian  and  sacred  reckoning  from  the  head 
of  Dyn.  XVIII  and  the  Exodus  to  the  beginning  of  the  Cap- 
tivity or  to  its  end,  and  the  accession  of  Cyrus,  and  to  the 
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Egyptian  accession  of  Cambyses  34  years  later.  In  the  Scrip- 
tures there  were  two  manifest  breaks,  and  some  uncertainties 
besides ; while  in  those  Egyptian  lists  which  he  had  copied 
he  found  a consecutive  series  from  the  head  of  Dyn.  XVIII 
downwards,  and  at  the  very  head  of  this  series  the  synchro- 
nism of  the  Exodus  ready  marked,  as  if  on  purpose  for  him, 
and  established  in  a manner  by  the  consent  of  alb  It  was 
therefore  very  natural  that  he  too  should  accept  this  syn- 
chronism, and  try  so  to  fill  up  the  void  or  doubtful  intervals 
in  making  out  his  sacred  reckoning  as  to  agree  with  his 
Egyptian  parallel  and  commentary,  rather  than  make  out 
first  his  sacred  reckoning,  bridging  over  the  two  void  spaces, 
and  settling  other  doubts  besides,  by  unassisted  estimates  and 
decisions  of  his  own,  which  after  all  would  be  sure  to  differ 
more  or  less  from  the  requirements  of  the  received  synchro- 
nism. Thus  the  source  of  his  undue  additions,  to  the  amount 
of  98  years,  is  fully  and  satisfactorily  explained,  and  the 
synchronism  of  the  Exodus  with  Amosis,  though  false  in 
itself,  and  too  high  by  this  same  amount  of  98  years  in  his 
Egyptian  lists,  is  made  out  by  his  sacred  reckoning ; or  at 
least  it  teas  made  out  when  he  was  at  a certain  stage  in  the 
process  of  constructing  his  chronology. 

Next,  let  it  be  supposed,  that  as  he  continued  his  work 
downwards,  in  dealing  with  the  synchronism  of  Cyrus  and 
the  end  of  the  Captivity,  he  fell  into  a gross  blunder  (“crasso 
crrorc  ” Eusebius  might  in  this  case  have  said  with  truth), 
yet  one  by  no  means  peculiar  to  himself,  and  interpolated 
42  unhistorical  years,  24  of  them  being  produced  by  his 
making  the  Captivity  to  end  at  Cyrus’s  first  Persian  acces- 
sion in  B.C.  559  (for  him  560)  instead  of  his  last  or  Median 
accession  in  B.C.  535  (for  him  536),  while  the  other  18  were 
produced  by  his  supposing  the  70  years  which  ended  at 
Cyrus’s  accession  to  have  begun  either  with  the  11th  of 
Zedekiah,  or  with  the  1st  of  Zedekiah  depressed  into  the 
place  of  the  11th,  in  B.C.  587  (for  him  588),  as  Syncellus 
says  was  the  case ; whereas,  in  truth,  the  Captivity,  ending  at 
the  accession  of  Cyrus,  began  with  the  4th  of  Jehoiakim  in 
B.C.  605  (for  him  606).  The  interpolation  of  42  years  by 
this  blunder  respecting  the  Captivity  being  made  after  the 
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previous  establishment  of  his  parallel  reckoning  of  1227 
years  sacred  and  Egyptian  between  the  head  of  Dyn.  XVIII 
and  the  Exodus  above  and  the  Egyptian  conquest  of  Cam- 
byses  below,  necessarily  thrust  up  the  Exodus  by  42  years, 
from  B.C.  1752  (for  him  1753)  to  b.c.  1794  (for  him  1795)* 
So  that  agreement  which  had  before  been  obtained  was 
completely  destroyed,  and  it  became  now  as  desirable  to 
increase  the  Egyptian  sum  of  years  by  42  in  order  to  suit 
the  sacred  reckoning,  as  it  had  been  at  an  earlier  stage  de- 
sirable to  increase  the  sacred  reckoning  by  98  to  suit  the 
Egyptian.  But  Africanus,  having  no  such  distinct  indica- 
tions to  help  him  in  adding  to  the  Egyptian  lists  as  he  seemed 
to  himself  to  have  in  constructing  his  sacred  reckoning,  was 
too  honest  to  insert  years  arbitrarily  merely  because  he  wanted 
them,  or  to  suppress  the  synchronism  of  Amosis  and  the 
Exodus,  which  was  not  of  his  own  creation,  merely  because 
his  attempt  to  exhibit  it  which  had  seemed  at  first  successful 
had  now  become  a failure.  And,  besides,  he  may  probably 
have  noticed  in  more  than  one  place  in  his  Egyptian  lists 
such  signs  of  chronological  dislocations,  and  perhaps  sup- 
pressions, as  may  have  shaken  his  confidence  in  their  ac- 
curacy, and  may  have  determined  him  to  leave  Ptolemy’s 
and  his  own  joint  assertion  of  the  synchronism  of  Amosis 
and  the  Exodus  as  it  stood,  and  even  the  words  “ as  wc  have 
shown,”  though  it  stood  42  years — and  even  44 — below  the 
date  to  which  the  Exodus  after  the  completion  of  his  work 
was  distinctly  assigned. 

For,  lastly,  after  the  Exodus  has  been  carried  up  to  b.c. 
1794  (for  him  1795),  Africanus,  who  in  fixing  it  before  at 
b.c.  1753  had  thought  probably  that  this  date  was  far  too 
low  for  the  Greek  synchronism  of  Inachus  also  connected 
with  Amosis  and  Moses  by  Ptolemy,  found  that  he  had  now 
brought  the  Exodus  undcsignedly  into  very  close  proximity 
with  another  popular  Greek  epoch,  not  quite  so  high  as 
that  of  Inachus,  but  still  one  which  would  put  Moses  above 
almost  all  other  Greek  antiquity.  This  was  the  Attic  epoch 
of  the  Flood  of  Ogyges  (the  founder  of  Eleusis,  and  con- 
temporary of  Plioroneus),  which  was  placed  by  many  Greek 
writers  at  an  interval  of  1020  years  above  the  first  Olym- 
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piad,  that  is,  above  July  in  B.C.  776,  or  for  Africanus  above 
Sept  1 in  B.C.  777.  From  this  well-marked  epoch  his  date 
for  the  Exodus  differed  now  by  only  two  years.  And,  for 
the  convenience  of  obtaining  this  synchronism,  he  thought  it 
allowable  to  adopt  a reckoning  which  he  found  in  Clement 
of  Alexandria,  viz.  that  which  gave  27  instead  of  25  years 
to  Joshua.  lie  seems,  however,  to  have  been  aware  that 
this  reckoning  was  in  itself  erroneous;  and  therefore  he 
would  not  suffer  the  change  to  cause  any  addition  to  his 
whole  sum,  but  neutralised  it  and  reduced  it  to  a mere  chro- 
nological dislocation  by  suppressing  two  out  of  the  430  years 
preceding  the  Exodus,  as  if  in  compensation  for  the  two 
which  he  wished  to  add  after  it ; or,  as  if  these  were  the  very 
same  two  years  which  disappeared  from  above,  and  were 
transferred  to  Joshua,  only  that  they  might  be  reckoned 
below.  And  thus  the  whole  of  Africanus’s  peculiarities,  so 
far  as  they  are  known,  or  so  far  as  they  are  of  any  impor- 
tance, have  been  accounted  for. 

It  has  been  suggested  indeed  by  Syncellus  and  by  Scaligcr 
that  the  reason  which  determined  the  amount  of  excess  in  his 
sacred  chronology  to  (98+42=)  140  years  was  this,  that 
he  wished  to  agree  with  others  in  making  out  a sum  of  5500 
years  to  the  Nativity,  though  by  discarding  the  second  Cainan 
he  would  naturally  have  fallen  short  by  130  years.  But  the 
blunder  to  which  42  years  of  his  excess  are  owing  is  common 
to  him  with  some  others  who  admitted  the  second  Cainan;  and 
neither  the  remaining  98  nor  the  whole  sum  of  140  answer  to 
the  sum  said  to  be  “ lost  by  omitting  him.”  And  when  one 
considers  how  other  early  writers,  as  Josephus,  and  Eusebius 
too,  agree  with  him  and  with  the  Hebrew  and  Samaritan 
texts  in  omitting,  or  rather  in  not  admitting,  the  130  years  of 
the  second  Cainan,  it  seems  scarcely  reasonable  to  speak  of 
any  sum  of  5500  years,  made  out  by  their  help,  as  if  it  had 
already  a prescription  in  its  favour.  Africanus’s  own  words 
that  “ the  Hebrews  by  their  inspired  books  and  histories 
have  taught  us  to  make  out  a sum  of  5500  years  from  the 
Creation  to  the  Nativity  ” do  not  necessarily  mean  more 
than  that  he  himself  had  collected  from  them  this  sum. 

It  is  certainly  true  that  Ilippolytus,  who  wrote  at  the 
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very  same  time  with  Africanus,  and  made  1 10  years  more 
before  Abraham,  having  the  130  years  of  the  second  Cainan, 
but  with  only  2242  instead  of  2262  to  the  Flood,  neverthe- 
less made  exactly  the  same  sum  of  5500  years  as  Africanus 
made  to  the  Nativity,  ending,  like  the  5500  of  Africanus, 
in  b.c.  2 of  the  vulgar  era.  And  it  may  be  worth  while  to 
compare  their  sacred  reckonings. 

It  was  not  likely  nor  indeed  conceivable  that  any  two 
authors  should  have  concurred  in  making  precisely  the  same 
insertions  as  have  been  made  by  Africanus  about  the  times 
of  Joshua  and  Samuel,  unless  indeed  they  had  been  working 
together,  and  had  commenced  with  the  same  Egyptian  lists 
before  them,  and  with  the  same  attention  to  Ptolemy’s  syn- 
chronism of  Amosis  and  the  Exodus  which  we  have  supposed 
for  Africanus.  Nor  was  it  likely  that  any  other  author 
would  coincide  with  him  in  reckoning  27  instead  of  25 
years  to  Joshua  and  yet  compensating  for  this  addition  by 
cutting  down  to  428  those  430  years  between  the  Call  and 
the  Exodus,  which,  according  to  Eusebius,  were  “ agreed' 
upon  by  all,”  unless  indeed  he  had  the  same  need  of  two 
years  below  the  Exodus  to  serve  some  particular  end.  Ac- 
cordingly in  these  two  peculiarities  Africanus  is  entirely 
alone.  Hippolytus  reckons  distinctly  and  undiminished  the 
430  years  from  the  Call  to  the  Exodus,  and  gives  only  his 
proper  25  years  to  Joshua.  At  the  same  time,  as  the 
leading  idea  of  his  chronology  was,  seemingly,  that  of  ex- 
hibiting the  Hebrew  Passovers  consecutively  from  their  first 
commencement  down  to  their  transition  into  the  Christian 
Easter,  and  down  to  a.d.  222,  when  his  own  Paschal  Cycle 
commenced,  it  was  natural  for  him  to  mark  the  Passover  of 
Joshua,  two  years  after  the  40  years  of  Moses.  And  hereby 
he  has  given  incidentally  a hint  accounting  for  the  origin  of 
those  two  years,  which  some  reckoned  erroneously  to  Joshua 
in  addition  to  his  25.  After  the  death  of  Joshua,  instead  of 
inserting  like  Africanus  a whole  generation  of  30  years,  he, 
by  a contrary  and  no  less  manifest  error,  passes  at  once, 
without  allowing  any  years  to  the  Elders  who  outlived 
Joshua,  to  the  first  servitude,  and  to  the  390  years  of  the 
Judges.  Thus  his  previous  excess  of  110  years  over  Afri- 
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canus  is  reduced  to  80 ; and  after  the  390  years  instead  of 
exceeding  by  80  he  falls  short  of  Africanus  by  20,  having 
none  of  those  100  years  of  his  at  this  point  which  in  the 
next  century  were  to  astonish  Eusebius.  But  when  we  pass 
on  to  the  times  of  Eli  and  Samuel,  for  which  Africanus 
has  too  few  years  by  22,  Hippolytus,  as  may  bo  collected 
from  his  other  sums  and  from  his  sum  total,  had  the  right 
number  of  years  all  but  two  ; and  so  already  at  the  accession 
of  Saul,  and  at  his  separation  after  20  years  from  Samuel,  he 
had  exactly  the  same  sum  of  (2242  + 940  + 130  + 505  + 65  + 
390+ 110=)  4382  years  with  the  (2262  + 940  + 503  + 65  + 
2 + 30  + 490  + 90  = ) 4382  of  Africanus.  And  thenceforth 
downwards  they  have  both  the  same  general  reckonings  of 
490  years  of  Kings  to  the  Captivity,  70  years  of  the  Cap- 
tivity (the  same  error  and  interpolation  of  42  years  in 
reckoning  them  being  common  to  both),  230  of  Persians, 
and  328  of  Macedonians  and  Romans. 

The  only  discrepancies  then  for  the  times  below  Abraham 
between  Hippolytus’s  scheme  and  the  true  reckoning  being 
these,  that  he  lias  10  years  too  few  after  the  death  of  Joshua, 
2 too  few  for  Samuel,  and  42  too  many  between  Nebuchad- 
nezzar and  Cyrus,  his  dates,  like  those  of  Africanus,  for  the 
synchronisms  of  Pharaoh  Hophra,  Nccho,  Tirhakah,  and 
Shishak,  would  be  all  32  or  42  years  too  high  to  suit  the  true 
Egyptian  reckoning  if  Iris  scheme  were  applied  to  that  of  the 
Old  Chronicle,  so  as  to  coincide  at  the  point  of  the  accession  of 
Cyrus,  34  years  above  the  Egyptian  accession  of  Cambyses. 
And  higher  up,  above  the  death  of  Joshua,  his  dates  would  be 
still  30  years  too-high;  and  the  Exodus,  instead  of  coinciding 
with  the  first  year  of  Amenoph  II.,  would  appear  at  the  10th 
year  of  Manetho’s  queen  Amesses.  And  the  birth  of  Moses 
would  have  been  16  years  before  the  rise  of  the  king  who  knew 
not  Joseph,  that  is,  of  Amosis.  That  fable,  however,  which 
had  confused  the  Exodus  with  the  expulsion  of  the  Shep- 
herds, and  which  he  cannot  be  suspected  of  having  had  at  all 
in  his  mind,  would  derive  no  countenance  from  the  reckon- 
ing of  Hippolytus.  And  if  only  his  manifest  blunder  about 
the  time  of  the  Captivity  were  corrected,  his  date  for  the 
Exodus,  instead  of  appearing  to  be  94  years  above  the  1st 
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year  of  Amenoph  II.,  at  the  accession  of  Amosis,  would 
appear  (on  the  scale  of  the  Old  Chronicle)  within  the 
reign  of  Amenoph  II.,  the  king  under  whom  it  really  took 
place,  only  too  low  by  12  years,  at  his  13th  year  instead  of 
his  1st.  Or,  if  any  one  perceived  that  some  years  must 
clearly  be  wanted  for  the  Elders  after  the  death  of  Joshua, 
and  accepted  Josephus’s  number  of  ten,  the  date  of  Hippo- 
lytus  for  the  Exodus,  after  this  double  correction,  would 
appear  at  the  3rd  year  of  Amenoph  II.,  and  would  differ  by 
only  two  years  from  the  true,  a difference  caused  by  his  giving 
to  Samuel  as  governing  alone  30  only  instead  of  32  years. 

If  now  we  return  to  Africanus,  and  to  his  fixed  point  of 
the  5th  year  of  Cambyses,  or  of  the  first  of  Cyrus  34  years 
earlier,  and  go  upwards  from  it  step  by  step  on  his  sacred 
and  Egyptian  lists,  we  shall  find  in  the  lowest  sacred  syn- 
chronisms marked  by  him  in  the  latter  just  the  same  incon- 
sistency as  in  that  of  the  Exodus  attached  above  to  the  name 
of  Amosis.  On  the  supposition  that  either  all  the  70  years 
of  the  Captivity,  or  (as  Syncellus  says)  60  of  them,  inter- 
vened between  Sept.  1 b.c.  560  and  Sept.  1 in  the  autumn 
preceding  the  burning  of  the  Temple,  this  event  is  carried 
up  in  Africanus’s  sacred  reckoning  from  B.c.  588  either  to 
B.C.  630,  or  at  the  lowest  to  B.C.  620,  while  in  his  Egyptian 
lists  the  accession  of  Apries  with  the  note  that  “ to  him  the 
Jews  fled  after  the  burning  of  the  Temple”  is  found  only 
(44  + 19  = ) 63  years  above  the  5th  year  of  Cambyses,  that  is, 
29  above  the  1st  year  of  Cyrus,  at  Sept.  1,  b.c.  589 ; far 
below  Africanus’s  date  for  the  burning  of  the  Temple.  It 
is  plain  then  that  this  and  other  sacred  synchronisms  cannot 
without  waste  of  words  be  so  much  as  mentioned  in  connec- 
tion with  Africanus’s  pfesent  sacred  reckoning;  but  they 
must  be  considered  in  connection  only  with  the  earlier  stage 
of  hitj  • processes  when  he  first  made  out  two  concurrent 
lengths  of  Egyptian  and  sacred  reckoning  between  the 
Exodus  and  the  Captivity.  The  wonder  is  how  having  once 
reckoned  rightly  on  his  Egyptian  lists  63  years  only  between 
the  5th  of  Cambyses — or  28  between  the  1st  of  Cyrus — and 
the  head  of  the  year  containing  the  burning  of  the  Temple, 
he  could  afterwards  fall  into  so  great  a blunder  as  he  did,  or 
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how  even  after  having  fallen  into  it  he  coulil  escape  being 
forced  by  the  very  synchronisms  retained  in  his  Egyptian 
list  into  perceiving  and  correcting  it.  But,  without  pursuing 
this  question,  if  we  drop  all  thought  of  his  present  sacred 
reckoning,  the  interval  of  63  years  exhibited  by  his  Egyp- 
tian lists  between  the  5th  year  of  Cambyses  and  the  accession 
of  Apries  agrees  perfectly  with  the  synchronism  marked, 
and  with  the  Scriptures  from  which  it  is  taken.  For  so 
there  are  28  years  between  the  accession  of  Cyrus  and  the 
commencement  of  the  2nd  of  Apries  (answering  to  the  11th 
of  Zedekiah.)  And  the  Jews  will  appear  to  have  fled  to 
Apries  in  his  2nd  year. 

Then  from  the  2nd  year  of  Apries  there  are  in  Africanus’s 
Egyptian  list  (l  + 6 + 6 = )13  years  seemingly  up  to  Sept.  1, 
B.c.  601,  to  the  accession  of  Nccho,  to  whose  name  there 
is  a note  that  “ he  took  Jerusalem,  and  carried  away  Je- 
hoahaz  into  Egypt.”  But  the  Scriptures  require  a longer 
interval  than  13  years.  They  require  (10+11=)  21  years 
between  the  commencement  of  the  1 1th  of  Zedekiah  and  the 
accession  of  Jehoiakim  and  the  death  of  Josiah.  And  the 
death  of  Josiah  again  must  have  been  later  by  some  short 
time  at  least  than  the  accession  of  Necho.  And  here  per- 
haps we  may  begin  to  perceive  what  it  was  that  made  Afri- 
canus  mistrust  his  Egyptian  lists.  He  probably  noticed 
from  the  first  that  they  had  8 years,  or  8 years  and  2 months, 
below  the  death  of  Arnosis  which  could  not  possibly  be 
chronological,  since,  if  they  were,  they  would  either  thrust 
up  the  5th  year  of  Cambyses  and  with  it  the  1st  of  Cyrus, 
which  for  him  was  a fixed  point,  or  thrust  down  the  Egyp- 
tian accession  of  Alexander  the  Great  to  b.c.  (332  — 8 = ) 
324,  the  fixed  technical  date  for  his  death.  He,  therefore,  no 
doubt,  on  coming  to  the  accession  of  Necho,  and  finding  it 
8 or  9 years  too  low  for  the  synchronism  belonging  to  it, 
drew  the  inference  that  there  were  chronological  dislocations 
and  compensations  in  the  Egyptian  lists,  and  that  probably 
as  many  years  as  could  not  be  reckoned  where  they  stood 
below  had  been  suppressed  here,  where  they  were  chronolo- 
gically required.  So  he  might  think  that  probably  N echo’s 
actual  reign  had  (6  + 8 or  9 = ) 14  or  15  years,  and  that  it 


Digitized  by  Google 


JULIUS  AFRICANU8. 


729 


commenced  not  later  than  B.C.  (601  +8  = ) 609.  In  this  he 
was  quite  right.  Yet  he  did  not  on  this  account  venture 
cither  to  insert  or  uniformly  to  reckon  the  8 years.  This  is 
clear,  because  if  he  had  he  would  have  placed  the  accession 
of  Amosis  not  at  B.C.  (1749  — 11  = 1738  + 15  = ) 1753  but  at 
B.C.  (1753  + 8 = ) 1761 ; and  then  he  would  have  needed  to 
make  out  not  only  98  years  but  106  too  many  in  his  sacred 
reckoning  in  order  that  the  Exodus  might  synchronise  with 
it  And  if  he  had  done  this,  his  subsequent  introduction  of 
an  excess  of  42  years  into  his  sacred  reckoning  would  have 
thrust  up  his  date  for  the  Exodus  from  B.C.  1761  to  1803, 
where,  instead  of  needing  an  addition  of  2 years  more  to 
coincide  with  the  Attic  date  for  Ogyges’  1020  years  before 
the  first  Olympiad,  it  would  have  been  already  6 years  too 
high  for  that  synchronism.  So  he  let  the  synchronism  of 
Necho  stand,  though  seemingly  at  too  low  a date,  consider- 
ing that  the  correction  was  sufficiently  hinted  by  the  fact 
that  if  any  one  reckoned  up  all  the  years  seemingly  placed 
below  it  from  the  Egyptian  accession  of  Alexander,  it  would 
then  rise  to  a date  which  would  not  necessarily  cause 
difficulty.  And  the  like  method  he  may  be  supposed  to 
have  repeated  in  considering  other  synchronisms  above  so 
long  as  he  found  it  to  answer  any  purpose ; though  as  there 
might  be  unchronological  additions  above  as  well  as  suppres- 
sions it  was  unsafe  to  attempt  to  correct  the  lists. 

Reckoning  upwards  on  Africanus’s  Egyptian  list  from  the 
commencement  of  the  2nd  year  of  Apries,  as  put  at  Sept.  1, 
in  B.C.  588  (or  by  indirect  indication  in  b.c.  596),  we  find 
(1+6  + 6 + 54  + 8 + 6 + 7 = ) 88  years  before  arriving  at  the 
head  of  Dyn.  XXVI,  which  so  stands  cither  about  Sept.  1, 
in  b.c.  676  (or  at  the  earliest  in  b.c.  684).  And  as 
Tirhakah,  the  last  of  the  three  Ethiopians  of  Dyn.  XXV, 
has  18  years,  his  accession  stands  at  Sept.  1 in  b.c.  694  (or 
at  the  earliest  at  Sept.  1 in  b.c.  702).  Even  the  highest  of 
these  dates  is  much  too  low  for  the  true  reckoning  of  the 
synchronism  with  Sennacherib  in  the  14th  year  of  Heze- 
kiah.  On  the  other  hand  the  accessions  of  Sevechus  and  of 
Sabaco,  with  14  and  8 years,  being  at  Sept.  1 in  b.c.  708  and 
b.c.  716,  or  in  b.c.  716  and  b.c.  724  respectively,  even  the 
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higher  of  these  dates  would  barely  have  admitted  of  the 
synchronism  of  Hoshca’s  6th  year  rightly  dated  with  the 
first  year  of  the  elder  Sabaco,  whose  name  might  answer 
equally  with  that  of  Sevechus  to  the  Sua  or  So  of  the  Scrip- 
tures, So  it  is  not  wonderful  if  Africanus  makes  no  allusion 
to  either  of  these  synchronisms. 

Continuing  upwards  from  the  head  of  Dyn.  XXV,  as  if 
that  were  fixed  to  Sept  1,  in  B.C.  716,  we  have  6 years  of 
Dyn.  XXIV,  and  49  years  of  the  last  three  reigns  of  Dyn. 
XXIII,  making  together  55  years,  up  to  the  death  of  Petu- 
bast,  set  at  Aug.  31,  b.C.(716  + 55  = ) 771.  This  date  then, 
being  a little  lower  than  that  of  the  first  Olympiad,  B.C.  776 
(or  for  Africanus  Sept.  1,  B.C.  777),  agrees  perfectly  with 
the  note  by  which  either  Ptolemy  or  the  original  Manetho 
has  connected  the  first  Olympiad  with  the  reign  of  Pe- 
tubast.  But  Africanus  at  this  point  would  be  forced  to 
perceive  that  he  could  not  safely  insert  and  add  those  8 years 
which  he  had  found  to  be  wanting  to  the  reign  of  Necho, 
and  which  seemed  to  be  represented  by  the  unchronological 
eight  standing  below,  since,  if  he  had  added  them  to  Necho, 
and  reckoned  them  uniformly  afterwards,  he  would  have 
carried  up  the  death  of  Petubast  to  Aug.  31,  in  B.c.  (771  + 
8 = ) 779,  and  would  have  destroyed  Ptolemy’s  apparent 
consistency  in  assigning  the  first  Olympiad  to  his  reign. 
Africanus’s  private  note  or  memorandum  of  “ 990  years  ” 
which  stands  in  his  Egyptian  lists  between  Dynasties 
XXIII  and  XXIV  may  suggest  the  idea  that  he  had  been 
counting  the  years  from  the  death  of  Petubast  to  his  own 
time  according  to  these  lists ; for  so  (no  notice  being  taken 
of  their  8 unchronological  years  below  Cyrus  and  Cambyses) 
he  found  in  the  lists  (b.c.  771  + 219  = ) 990  years  to  Aug. 
31,  in  a.d.  220,  one  year  only  before  the  final  date  of  his 
work. 

Continuing  upwards  again  from  the  death  of  Petubast, 
set  in  b.c.  771,  and  reckoning  his  40  years  to  the  head  of 
Dyn.  XXIII,  and  the  120  of  Dyn.  XXII,  we  obtain 
Sept.  1,  in  B.C.  931  for  the  accession  of  Shishonk  I.,  who 
is  rightly  identified  by  Syncellus,  as  he  is  also  by  the 
monuments,  with  Shishak  the  contemporary  of  Solomon  and 
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Rehoboam.  But  as  he  appears  in  Africanus’s  Egyptian 
lists  47  years  too  low  (39,  even  if  8 years  had  been  added, 
and  by  Africanus’s  own  latest  chronology  89  years  too  low) 
for  these  synchronisms,  it  is  no  wonder  that  there  he  has 
no  entry  respecting  them. 

Between  Sept.  1 B.C.  (931  + 130+135  + 7 = ) 1203  and 
Sept.  1 B.C.  1196,  we  find  in  Africanus’s  lists  the  reign  of 
Thouoris  or  Polybus  and  the  synchronism  of  Troy,  which  he 
certainly  gives  as  he  found  it,  as  it  is  older  not  only  than 
Ptolemy  but  even  than  the  original  Manetho,  with  whose 
ostensible  reckoning  it  docs  not  agree.  The  date  alluded  to, 
which  had  been  expressly  given  by  Dicajarchus  before  Ma- 
netho wrote,  is  B C.  1212 ; and  this,  if  Africanus  had  used  a 
correct  copy  of  Ptolemy’s  lists  with  163  years  to  Dyn. 
XXVI  (instead  of  using  one  with  only  the  150  years  of  Ma- 
netho) would  have  been  exhibited ; and  the  reign  of  Thou- 
oris would  then  have  seemed  to  stand  for  Africanus  between 
Sept.  1 b.c.  1216  and  Sept.  1 B.C.  1208.  But  with  that  par- 
ticular text  of  the  lists  which  he  used  neither  Dicasarchus’s 
date  for  Troy  (which  was  also  no  doubt  indirectly  indicated 
by  Manetho,  and  covered  by  the  Thouoris  of  Ptolemy),  nor 
his  own  date,  which  seems  to  have  been  B.C.  1208,  can  bo 
connected  with  the  reign  of  Thouoris;  unless  indeed  we 
were  again  to  allow  the  8.  unchronological  years  below  Dyn. 
XXVI  to  become  useful  and  to  tell  as  indicating  a disloca- 
tion. So  the  actual  accession  of  Thouoris  might  be  understood 
to  have  been  as  high  as  Sept.  1,  B.C.  (1203  + 8 = ) 1211. 

At  the  head  of  Dyn.  XIX,  with  which  Manetho  in  his 
narrative  connected  the  flight  of  Danaus,  and  which  stands 
for  Africanus  at  Sept.  1,  in  B.C.  (1196+209  = ) 1405,  there 
is  no  mention  of  this  synchronism.  So  it  may  be  taken  for 
granted  that  it  was  not  marked  there  by  Ptolemy,  though 
by  changes  made  in  the  years  of  the  first  two  reigns  he 
seems  to  allude  to  it. 

Continuing  upwards  again  from  B.C.  1405,  we  find  for 
Dyn.  XVIII  in  Syncellus’s  transcript  from  Africanus  a sum 
of  only  263  or  262  years.  But  it  has  been  shown  above  (at 
pp.  445  and  455)  that  the  figures  for  the  reign  of  Amosis,  and 
both  the  name  and  the  figures  for  that  of  Ramescs  II.,  had 
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fallen  out;  and  it  is  clear  that  Africanus  (even  if  he 
neglected,  as  Syncellus  says  he  did,  to  specify  the  years  of 
Amosis),  cannot  have  intended  to  attach  that  synchronism  of 
the  Exodus  which  he  made  his  own  to  a reign  without  years. 
Ilia  sacred  chronology  too,  as  has  been  seen,  antecedently 
to  his  later  changes  in  reckoning  42  years  too  many  below 
Nebuchadnezzar  and  transposing  2 others  from  above  to 
below  the  Exodus,  supposes  for  his  Egyptian  lists  the  num- 
ber of  1193  years  between  the  accession  of  Cyrus  (34  years 
above  the  5th  year  of  Cambyaes)  and  that  of  Amosis ; and 
this  number  of  itself  enables  us  to  restore  348  as  his  sum  for 
Dyn.  XVIII. 

Appearing,  as  it  now  does,  at  B.C.  1753,  that  is,  44 
years  below  his  own  date  for  the  Exodus,  and  not  in  the 
reign  of  Phoroneus,  nor  even  of  Apis,  but  at  the  9th  year 
(for  him)  of  Argus,  or  if  any  one  please,  8 years  higher, 
Africanus’s  synchronism  of  Amosis  and  the  Exodus  is  simply 
an  honest  inconsistency.  And  the  words  “ as  ice  have 
shown,”  by  which  he  appropriates  it,  though  they  may  have 
meant  something  else  originally,  can  now  mean  only  this, 
that,  whatever  be  the  true  date  for  the  accession  of  Amosis, 
— whether  44  years  are  wanting  somewhere  in  the  Egyp- 
tian lists,  or  there  is  some  error  in  Africanus’s  own  sacred 
chronology  which  he  is  unable  to  rectify,  — the  Exodus  is 
to  be  connected  with  this  reign,  as  he  has  demonstrated  else- 
where by  citing  testimonies  from  divers  authors,  as  Mane- 
tho,  Apion,  Polemo,  Josephus,  Tatian,  Clemens  (for  Cle- 
mens also  had  given  this  opinion),  and  lastly  Ptolemy.  Part 
of  this  “demonstration”  is  still  extant  in  quotations  made 
from  Africanus  by  other  writers.  Some,  he  says,  followed 
Ptolemy  in  making  the  Exodus,  Moses,  and  Amosis  to  syn- 
chronise with  Inachus,  while  he  himself  put  it  (and  Amosis, 
he  implies,  ought  to  be  with  it)  under  Phoroneus,  for  which 
he  found  countenance  in  the  opinion  of  some  Greek  authors 
also,  as  of  Polemo,  who  put  it  under  Apis.  But  all  or 
almost  all,  expressly  or  by  implication,  concurred  in  putting 
it  at  the  head  of  Dyn.  XVIII,  at  the  accession  of  Amosis. 
Polemo’s  words,  which  he  quotes,  were  these  : “ Eiri  "A mhos 
too  tpoptovseos  yoipa  too  Air/x. nrncucov  mparou  e^hrstrev  Alryinr- 
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tov,  oi  Trj  naKaiariin)  KaAovpJvg  'S.vpia  ov  -rroppeo  A pastas 
wici]<Tai>,  avrol  StjAovoti  o!  /xstu  Mwcr/wr.”  Here  the  word 
or parov  shows  an  allusion  to  Herodotus.  “ And  Apion,”  he 
continues,  “ in  his  book  against  the  Jews,  and  in  the  fourth 
book  of  his  Histories,  writes  that  it  was  when  Amosis  was 
reigning  in  Egypt  and  Inachus  at  Argos  that  the  Jews  re- 
volted (/card  "Ivanov  “Apyovs  (datrikia,  ’Apeoenos  A lyirmitov 
fiacnAevovros,  aTroaTgvai  'lovBalovs).  Herodotus  too  has  men- 
tioned this  same  defection,  and  has  named  Amosis  ” (where 
he  must  be  trusting  to  a confused  recollection  and  thinking 
of  the  later  Amosis)  “ in  his  Second  Book,  and  indirectly  the 
Jews  themselves  [Mepvgrai  8s  ical  'HpoBoros  rijs  d-rrocrTcurecos 
Tilings,  ical  Apwaews,  iv  tj/  f3 , Tpovio  Be  t ivi  teal  reoy  'louSattov 
avreov).  And  lastly,”  he  subjoins,  “ Ptolemy  of  Mendes,  who 
brings  down  the  Egyptian  history  consecutively  from  the 
beginning,  concurs  with  all  these  writers,  so  that  for  the 
most  part  their  differences  as  to  the  exact  time  are  slight 
and  insignificant.  {YlroAepaios  Be  6 MeySgaios,  rd  Airyirmiav 
uvenaOsv  icrropojv  ujraeri  toutols  avvrpiyei,  wots  oiiB'e  hriappos 
S7Ti  7 rAJovr)  twv  ypovbiv  TrapaXXaytj. )”  Here  it  is  to  be  noticed 
that  Africanus  speaks  of  Ptolemy  as  of  an  author  with  whom 
he  was  himself  familiar,  and  sums  up  and  concludes  with  him. 

This  point  then  being  “ demonstrated  ” by  something  like 
a consensus  of  testimony  that  the  Exodus  was  in  the  time 
of  Amosis,  it  follows  next  to  inquire  by  what  calculation 
Ptolemy  and  such  as  followed  him  could  make  Moses  in  his 
8l8t  year,  and  Amosis  at  his  accession,  or  either  of  the  two 
if  disjoined  the  one  from  the  other,  to  synchronise  with 
Inachus ; while  others  varied  from  them,  as  Polemo,  and  as 
Africanus  himself.  And  yet  those  testimonies  by  which  Afri- 
canus proved  the  synchronism  of  Moses  and  the  Exodus 
with  Amosis  were  almost  equally  strong  for  the  addition  of 
Inachus;  and  the  chief  attraction  for  Jewish  and  Christian 
writers  lay  in  the  antiquity  of  Inachus ; so  that  they  seldom 
failed  in  their  quotations  or  allusions  to  name  him,  and  with 
emphasis.  Thus  Tcrtullian,  for  instance  ( Apolog . c.  19), 
writes,  “ Si  quern  audistis  iterum  Moysem,  Argivo  Inacho 
pariter  rotate  est ; CCC  pcene  annis  nam  et  vii  minus  Danaum 
et  ipsum  apud  vos  vetustissimum  prasvenit.”  And  Africanus’s 


Digitized  by  Google 


734 


EGYPTIAN  CHRONICLES. 


regret  at  having  entirely  failed  at  first  even  to  approach  to 
Inaclius  may  have  made  him . the  readier  afterwards  to 
admit  and  retain  changes  which  brought  his  Exodus  into 
contact  if  not  with  Inachus  yet  at  least  with  his  successor 
Phoroneus,  and  obtained  for  him  an  Attic  synchronism  se- 
condary in  antiquity  and  celebrity  only  to  the  Argive  syn- 
chronism of  Inachus ; so  that  from  the  Greek  point  of  view 
he  was  at  last  nearer  to  Ptolemy  than  before. 

The  interval  of  seventeen  mythological  generations,  or 
sixteen  with  18  years  of  a seventeenth,  between  the  founda- 
tion of  Argos  nnd  Troy  might  be  calculated  in  three  ways. 
According  to  the  older  and  unartificial  method  by  simply 
adding  up  the  reigns,  as  given,  there  were  obtained  397 
years  from  the  accession  of  Inachus  to  the  flight  of  Danaus, 
and  301  thence  to  Troy,  making  in  all  698  years.  By 
reducing  seventeen  generations  to  the  average  length  of 
33£  years  each,  there  were  obtainable  566§  years,  or  with 
only  18  years  to  the  seventeenth  generation,  551^.  And, 
lastly,  by  reducing  seventeen  generations  to  as  many  average 
reigns  of  24£  years  each  there  were  obtainable  416£,  or,  if 
the  seventeenth  reign  had  only  18  years,  410  years.  And 
if  any  one  reckoned  upwards  from  Diescarchus’s,  Manetho’s, 
and  Ptolemy’s  date  for  Troy,  viz.  b.c.  1212,  the  first 
method  would  put  the  accession  of  Inachus  in  B.c.  1910,  the 
second  in  B.c.  1778  or  1763,  and  the  third  in  B.C.  1628  or 
1622.  With  Castor’s  date  for  Troy,  viz.  1208  (which 
might  be  ascribed  to  Manetho  by  any  one  who  perceived 
that  the  accession  of  his  Thouoris  stood  no  higher  than  b.c. 
1210,  even  though  the  8 unchronological  years  below  Dyn. 
XXVI  were  added),  the  first  method  would  give  B.C.  1 906  ; 
the  second  B.C.  1774  or  1759;  and  the  third  B.c.  1624  or 
1618.  With  B.c.  1204  for  Troy  (this  being  apparently  the 
commencement  of  the  last  year  of  Thouoris  in  Manetho’s 
and  in  Africanus’s  lists  when  the  8 unchronological  years  are 
reckoned,  as  b.c.  1208  was  in  the  genuine  text  of  Ptolemy), 
the  three  methods  would  give,  the  first  b.c.  1902,  the  second 
b.c.  1770  or  1755,  and  the  third  B.C.  1620  or  1616.  And, 
lastly,  with  Eratosthenes’s  date,  B.C.  1183,  for  Troy,  the 
first  method  would  give  b.c.  1881,  the  second  b.c.  1749  or 
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1734  (of  which  two  reckonings  the  former  seems  to  have 
been  the  one  alluded  to  in  the  passage  of  Tertullian  quoted 
above),  and  the  third  method  would  give  B.C.  1599  or 
1595. 

It  has  already  been  suggested  elsewhere  (at  pp.  462,  463) 
as  probable  that  Ptolemy,  who  followed  Manetho  in  osten- 
sibly confounding  the  Shepherds  and  the  Hebrews,  but  who 
knew  what  was  the  truth,  had  an  eye  to  two  of  the  above 
three  methods,  viz.  to  the  second  and  the  third,  at  once. 
For  Manetho’s  apparent  date  for  the  head  of  Dyn.  XVIII 
being  properly  at  b.c.  1737  (when  the  8 years  manifestly 
unchronological  below  Dyn.  XXVI  were  not  reckoned)  and 
so  11  years  below  the  true,  while  Ptolemy  had  below  the 
head  of  Dyn.  XVIII  28  chronological  years,  or  years  not 
manifestly  unchronological,  more  than  Manetho,  this  excess 
raised  his  apparent  date  for  the  accession  of  Amosis  to  B.C. 
(1737  + 28  = ) 1765,  which  is  17  years  above  the  true.  And 
sixteen  Argive  generations,  if  reckoned  at  33  i years  each, 
with  18  years  of  a seventeenth,  would  go  back  from  B.c. 
1212,  Ptolemy’s  date  for  Troy,(533£+ 18  = ) 551-J  years  to 
B.C.  1763  or  1764,  so  as  to  place  the  foundation  of  Argos 
only  one  or  two  years  below  his  apparent  date  for  the  acces- 
sion of  Amosis,  which  he  himself  knew  perfectly  well  to  be 
17  years  higher  than  the  true.  And  again,  if  one  thought  of 
the  Hebrews  as  distinct  from  the  Shepherds,  and  of  the  true 
date  of  the  Exodus,  then,  though  only  17  generations  re- 
duced to  reigns  of  24£  years  each,  such  as  the  Old  Chronicle 
and  Eratosthenes  had  used,  would  not  go  back  from  B.c. 
1212  to  B.c.  1654  the  true  date  of  the  Exodus,  Tatian,  at  the 
very  time  when  he  is  quoting  Ptolemy  for  the  synchronism 
of  the  Exodus,  Amosis,  and  Inachus,  assigns  as  the  number 
of  Argive  generations  between  Troy  and  Inachus  not  seven- 
teen only,  but  twenty.  And  he  enumerates  nineteen  names 
ns  follows:  — “ 1.  Inachus;  2.  Phoroneus;  3.  Apis;  4. 
Argeus;  5.  Criasus;  6.  Phorbas;  7.  Triopas;  8.  Crotopus; 
9.  Sthenelus;  10.  Danaus;  11.  Lynceus;  12.  Abas;  13. 
Prajtus ; 14.  Acrisius;  15.  Perseus;  16.  Eurysthcus ; 17. 
Atreus;  18.  Thyestcs ; 19.  Agamemnon,  in  whoso  18th 

year  Troy  was  taken.”  And  Clement  of  Alexandria,  who 
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follows  him,  speaks  of  “ twenty  or  twenty-one  generations, 
and  400  or  more  years  ” between  Inaclius  and  Troy,  which 
clearly  shows  what  sort  of  generations  were  intended.  Ta- 
tian  himself,  after  enumerating  the  generations,  had  con- 
tinued thus : “ So,  if  Moses  was  contemporary  with  Inachus, 
he  was  before  Troy  by  four  hundred  years.”  Hence  it  is 
probable  that  Ptolemy  also  allowed  more  than  seventeen, 
and  even  more  than  nineteen  generations ; that  is,  that  he 
allowed  twenty  or  even  twenty-one ; in  fact,  that  he  allowed 
for  the  Argive  kings  as  many  reiyns  or  generations  as  there 
were  in  the  Egyptian  lists  between  Amosis  and  Thouoris  or 
Troy.  And  these  might  be  made  more  or  fewer  according  as 
any  one  reckoned  the  generations  in  a stricter  sense,  like  the 
Old  Chronicle,  according  to  which  there  would  be  (14  + 5=) 
19,  with  Amosis  and  Thouoris  both  included,  or  in  a laxcr 
sense,  so  as  to  add  some  more  actual  reigns,  as  is  done  by 
the  lists  of  Manetho  and  Ptolemy,  according  to  which  there 
would  be  (16  + 6 = ) 22,  (15  + 6 = ) 21,  or  (15  + 5 = ) 20, 
according  as  the  queen  Amesses,  and  the  last  name,  that 
of  Thouoris  himself,  were  reckoned  or  not.  And  nineteen 
generations  or  reigns  of  24  £ years  each,  or  rather  perhaps 
eighteen  full  reigns  with  18  years  of  the  nineteenth,  making 
a sum  of  459  years,  these  reckoned  back  from  B.c.  1208 
(Ptolemy's  last  year  of  Thouoris  and  Castor’s  date  for  Troy), 
would  seem  to  have  begun  in  B.C.  1667,  which  is  precisely 
the  date  given  by  Clemens  of  Alexandria  on  some  Egyptian 
authority  for  the  Exodus,  and  only  13  years  above  its  true 
date,  the  source  of  which  inaccuracy  has  been  explained 
above  (at  p.  464). 

But  Clemens  has  also  another  passage  in  which,  while  the 
some  method  of  calculation  is  followed,  as  if  the  Argive 
generations  were  to  be  reduced  to  some  nineteen  average 
reigns  of  241  years  each,  the  true  date  of  the  Exodus  is  in- 
dicated exactly.  For  he  says  that  “some  put  Inachus  and 
Moses,  that  is,  the  Exodus  (and  no  doubt  also,  as  they  pre- 
tended, Amosis  too),  1842  years  before  the  death  of  Corn- 
modus,  who  died  on  the  last  day  of  the  Julian  year  in  a.d. 
192.  But  if  we  reckon  back  from  this  date,  as  Clemens  or 
Africanus  would  reckon,  1842  years  take  us  for  date  of  the 
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Exodus  to  B.C.  1651,  which  is  precisely  the  true  date,  if  only 
it  be  understood  that  it  is  calculated,  with  the  allowance  of  the 
8 unchronological  years  below  Dyn.  XXVI,  by  Manetho’s 
lists,  in  which  there  is  so  an  unchronological  depression  of 
exactly  three  years  affecting  all  the  dates  of  Dyn.  XVIII 
from  the  accession  of  Amosis  to  the  death  of  Amunoph 
III.  But  from  after  the  death  of  Amenoph  III.  on  the 
contrary  all  the  dates  to  the  end  of  the  dynasty,  instead  of 
being  depressed  by  3,  are  drawn  up  by  (15  — 3 = ) 12  years. 
So  the  accession  of  Amosis  according  to  Manetho’s  appa- 
rent chronology  (the  8 years  being  allowed  to  tell,  as  afore- 
said) is  at  B.c.  1745  instead  of  1748.  And  the  first  year  of 
Amenoph  II.  containing  the  Exodus,  94  years  later,  instead 
of  being  at  B.C.  1654,  its  true  date,  is  apparently  at  B.C.  1651, 
three  years  lower.  And  B.c.  1651,  precisely,  is  the  date  named 
by  Clemens  as  connected  by  “ some  ” with  the  synchronism 
of  Moses  and  Inachus.  The  author  of  the  calculation 
probably  made  only  18  generations,  using  Manetho’s  lists, 
which  when  their  8 unchronological  years  are  included 
have  20  years  less  than  Ptolemy’s  below  the  head  of  Dyn. 
XVIII,  but  reckoning  up  447  years  from  B.C.  1204  as  his 
date  for  Troy.  It  is  true  that  Clemens  goes  on  to  say  that 
“others  to  the  death  of  Commodus  make  1821,”  that  is, 
others  put  the  same  synchronism  21  years  later,  which 
would  be  at  B.C.  1630.  But  this  second  date  is  entirely 
erroneous ; and  perhaps  it  was  only  a blundering  variation 
from  the  first.  It  may  have  originated  with  some  one  who 
followed  the  author  first  alluded  to  in  his  number  of  18 
generations  or  reigns  with  447  years  for  the  interval  between 
the  Exodus  and  Troy,  but  with  a date  for  Troy  21  years 
lower  than  B.C.  1204 ; some  one,  that  is,  who  preferred 
Eratosthenes’s  date  of  B.c.  1183.  And  b.c.  1183  being  21 
years  below  B.C.  1204,  this,  if  the  interval  between  the 
Exodus  and  Troy  were  retained  the  same,  would  of  course 
draw  down  the  date  for  the  Exodus  also  by  21  years  from 
B.c.  1651  to  B.C.  1630. 

Clemens  however  affords  some  reason  for  thinking  that 
the  reckoning  just  discussed  was  in  truth  a variation  not 
from  that  which  placed  the  Exodus  in  b.c.  1651,  but  from 
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that  other  which  placed  it  “ 345  years  before  the  Sothic 
epoch,”  that  is,  in  b.c.  1667.  For  after  having  given  this 
last  date  for  the  Exodus,  Moses,  and  Inachus,  he  subjoins 
the  following  computations:  “ From  the  arpa-nr/ia  of  Moses 
and  from  Inachus  to  the  Flood  of  Deucalion  and  to  Phaethon 
(rad  Kporarrrov)  there  are  133  years,’’  (being  the  estimate 
of  the  author  whom  he  is  following,  seemingly  Thrasyllus, 
for  4 generations) ; “ thence  to  the  conflagration  on  Mount 
Ida,  the  invention  of  iron,  and  the  Idasi  Dactyli  73  years, 
according  to  Thrasyllus;  thence  to  the  rape  of  Ganymede 
65  ; thence  to  the  expedition  of  Perseus,  when  Glaucus  in- 
stituted the  Isthmian  Gaines  for  Meliccrta,  15 ; thence  to 
the  founding  of  Troy  34 ; thence  to  the  Argonauts  64 ; 
thence  to  Theseus  and  the  Minotaur  32 ; thence  to  the 
Seven  against  Thebes  10 ; thence  to  the  institution  of  the 
Olympic  contest  for  Pelops  by  Hercules  3 ; thence  to  the 
Athenian  expedition  of  the  Amazons  9 ; thence  to  the  apo- 
theosis of  Hercules  1 1 ; thence  to  the  abduction  of  Helen  4 ; 
[thence  to  the  fall  of  Troy  10] ; thence  to  the  foundation  of 
Lavinium  by  ASneas  10 ; thence  to  the  accession  of  Ascanius 
8;  thence  to  the  return  of  the  Ileraclidse  61 ; and  to  the 
Olympiad  of  Iphitus  338.”  Thus,  supposing  himself  to  have 
started  from  b.C.  (1322  4-  345  =)  1667,  and  intending  to 
reckon  to  Eratosthenes’s  date  for  Troy,  and  thence  to  the 
first  Olympiad,  he  has  made  out  463  years  to  Troy,  in- 
dicating the  date  B.c.  (1667—463  = ) 1204;  but  below  Troy 
he  has  made  out  only  417,  which  reach  not  to  the  first 
Olympiad  in  B.C.  776,  but  only  to  B.C.  (1204  — 417  = ) 787. 
Either  then  some  of  the  figures  are  wrong,  or  this  reckoning 
did  not  really  begin  as  he  supposed  it  to  begin  from  the  date 
of  B.c.  1667  for  the  Exodus,  but  rather  from  B.C.  1656. 
But  then,  continuing,  he  gives  the  following  as  a variation 
for  the  time  after  Troy : “ But  Eratosthenes  gives  the 

times  thus:  From  the  fall  of  Troy  to  the  return  of  the 

Ilcraclida;  80  years ; thence  to  the  settlement  of  Ionia  60  ; 
thence  to  the  Guardianship  of  Lycurgus  159;  thence  to  the 
year  before  Olymp.  1 a 108”  [making  to  this  point  407  years]; 
“ thence  to  the  crossing  of  the  Hellespont  by  Xerxes  297 ; 
thence  to  the  beginning  of  the  Peloponnesian  war  48  ; thence 
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to  its  end  and  the  defeat  of  the  Athenians  27  ; thence  to  the 
battle  of  Leuctra  34  ; thence  to  the  death  of  Philip  35 ; and 
lastly  to  that  of  Alexander  12.”  But,  with  this  reckoning,  if 
one  goes  back  from  the  first  Olympiad,  the  407  years  take  us 
up — for  Apollodorus  indeed  from  B.C.  777  (the  year  before 
the  first  Olympiad)  to  1184,  but  for  Eratosthenes  who  is 
named  — from  b.c.  776  to  1183  his  known  date  for  Troy; 
and  thence  the  463  years  go  back  to  B.C.  (1 183 + 463  = ) 
1646  for  the  Exodus  and  Inachus:  or  with  21  years  added, 
that  is,  with  a higher  date  for  Troy  than  that  of  Eratosthenes 
by  21  years,  viz.  B.C.  1204  instead  of  B.C.  1183,  the  date  for 
the  Exodus  will  be  B.c.  1667,  which  is  345  years  before  the 
Sothic  epoch.  So  then  Clemens  perhaps  should  have  written 
that  some  made  from  Moses  and  Inachus  to  the  death  of 
Commodus  1842  years,  viz.  from  B.C.  1651 ; others  1858 
years,  viz.  from  1667 ; but  others,  who  followed  Erato- 
sthenes’s date  for  Troy  made  fewer  than  these  last  by  21, 
that  is,  they  made  1837  years,  from  B.C.  1646. 

These  three  dates  mentioned  by  Clemens  are  not  the 
only  signs  which  have  been  preserved  to  show  that  in  spite 
of  all  that  Manetho  and  others  after  him  had  done  to  obscure 
the  subject,  the  true  synchronism  of  the  Exodus  was  still 
known,  and  might  still  be  learned  by  inquiries  in  Egypt. 
Josephus  himself  has  given  from  Chatremon,  a writer  of  the 
time  of  Augustus,  a variation  of  Manetho’s  story  of  the 
expulsion  of  the  lepers,  which  Chacremon  probably  assigned 
to  the  true  date  of  the  Exodus.  The  story  itself  was  this: 
“During  a great  famine  the  goddess  Isis  appeared  in  dreams 
to  the  king  Amenophis,  and  showed  anger  against  him 
because  her  temple  had  been  destroyed  in  the  war,  [so  that 
this  was  perceived  to  be  the  cause  of  the  famine].  And  Phri- 
tiphantes,  the  sacred  scribe,  instructed  him  that,  if  he  would 
purge  the  land  of  all  the  unclean,  his  sleep  should  no  more 
be  broken  by  such  frightful  apparitions.  Amenophis  there- 
upon collected  together  as  many  as  250,000  people  who  were 
diseased,  and  cast  them  out  of  the  country.  [The  leaders  of 
these  people]  Moses  and  Joseph  had  been  scribes,  and  Joseph 
a sacred-scribe.  Their  names  were  originally  Egyptian, 
that  of  Moses  being  Tisithen  ( Si-en-  b'eti)  and  that  of 
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Joseph  Peteseth  (Pet- Set).  These  two  having  gone  to 

Pelusium  ” (an  anticipation  of  the  desertion  of  the  frontier 
army  of  Psammitichus  I.  being  here  borrowed  from  Hero- 
dotus, and  substituted  for  the  Hierosolymites  of  Manetho), 
“ found  there  380,000  men  whom  Amenophis  had  left  [un- 
relieved] refusing  to  let  them  return  into  Egypt.  The 
scribes  then  came  to  an  understanding  with  these  men,  and 
they  joined  forces  to  war  upon  Egypt.  Amenophis  was  not 
strong  enough  to  withstand  them,  but  fled  into  Ethiopia, 
leaving  his  wife,  then  with  child,  behind  him.  She  lay  hid  in 
certain  caverns,  and  brought  forth  a son,  who  when  grown 
up  joined  his  father  with  an  army,  and  the  I wo  together,  as  in 
the  relation  of  Manetho,  triumphantly  overthrew  and  ex- 
pelled the  lepers  and  their  confederates.”  But  that  the 
Amenophis  of  Chairemon  was  Amenoph  II.  (the  true  king 
of  the  Exodus),  rather  than  any  much  later  king  of  Dyn. 
XIX  as  Manetho  had  insinuated,  is  rendered  probable  by  an 
account  of  the  birth  of  Moses  which,  according  to  Josephus, 
was  copied  by  this  same  Chieremon  from  a somewhat  earlier 
writer,  Artapanus.  For  Artapanus  placed  the  birth  of 
Moses  under  the  reign  of  “ Palmanothes,”  (that  is,  under 
Amosis  the  head  of  Dyn.  XVIII),  “ who  after  he  had 
expelled  the  Shepherds,  having  no  son,  gave  his  daughter 
Merris  in  marriage  to  Chenephres,  or  Chembron,  who 
reigned  in  the  Upper  Country.”  And  Merris,  again,  “hav- 
ing no  son  of  her  own,  took  up  and  adopted  Moses.”  (See 
above,  p.  175.)  But,  if  Moses  was  born  under  Palmanothes 
or  Amosis  the  head  of  the  dynasty,  it  follows  that  Amenoph 
II.  must  have  been  the  king  who  (80  years  afterwards) 
expelled  the  lepers.  And  here  it  may  be  remarked  in  pass- 
ing how  these  perverse  and  malicious  fables,  even  in  those 
details  which  seem  most  false  and  most  confused,  still  give 
hints  of  the  truth.  For  what  can  be  more  fabulous  than  to 
blend  J oseph  and  Moses  into  one  person  ? and  to  put  Moses 
first,  confounding,  in  point  of  time  and  order,  the  descent  of 
Jacob  into  Egypt  with  the  Exodus  of  his  descendants?  And 
yet  it  is  strictly  true  that  Joseph  in  spirit  survived,  and  led 
his  brethren  out  of  Egypt ; for  his  bones  went  up  with  them, 
as  he  had  by  faith  enjoined.  And  the  formation  of  the 
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Hebrew  people  may  with  truth  be  ascribed  to  him  and  to 
Moses  jointly.  And  yet  at  the  Exodus  itself  it  was  more 
exact  in  joining  the  two  names  to  say  “ Moses  and  Joseph,” 
(since  Moses  was  the  actual  bodily  leader  and  lawgiver) 
than  to  say  “ Joseph  and  Moses.’’  Again,  to  give  another  in- 
stance where  the  true  time  of  the  Egyptian  synchronism  for 
the  Exodus  is  indicated,  — S.  Epiphanius  of  Cyprus,  who 
wrote  three  centuries  after  Josephus,  and  had  the  chronolo- 
gical works  both  of  Africanus  and  of  Eusebius  to  mislead  him, 
nevertheless  neither  joins  the  Exodus  with  the  accession  of 
Amosis  like  Africanus,  nor  puts  it  down  with  Eusebius  by 
double  the  true  interval  lower,  but  he  represents  Moses  as 
being  born  either  under  Amosis  or  under  his  son  Amenoph 
I.,  some  years  after  the  commencement  of  Dyn.  XVIII, 
since  he  writes  that  he  was  taken  up  from  the  river  “ by 
Thermouthis  the  daughter  of  the  king  Amenoph."  In  Epi- 
phanius’s  statement  there  is  no  further  error  than  this,  that 
the  princess  “ the  daughter  of  Pharaoh,”  whatever  were  her 
true  name,  was  the  sister  not  the  daughter  of  Amenoph  I.,  who 
however  here  (as  perhaps  also  under  the  name  Palmanothes 
in  the  story  of  Chteremon)  may  stand  for  his  father  Amosis 
the  head  of  the  dynasty.  And  if  Moses  was  said  to  be  born 
under  Amosis,  or  at  the  latest  under  Amenoph  (which  would 
suit  better  for  the  last  of  the  three  dates  given  by  Clemens 
for  the  Exodus),  it  is  clear,  as  in  the  case  of  the  account  co- 
pied from  Artapanus,  that  the  Exodus,  to  be  placed  80  years 
lower,  must  be  assigned  to  the  reign  of  Amenoph  II,  to 
which  it  really  belonged. 

That  calculation  of  Polemo,  putting  the  Exodus  under 
Apis,  to  which  Africanus  rel'ers  as  agreeing  or  all  but 
agreeing  with  his  own,  will  not  on  examination  give  him  so 
much  countenance  as  he  seems  willing  to  imagine.  For  if 
we  reckon  up  698  years  according  to  the  commoner  method 
from  B.c.  1212  (Dicsearchus’s,  Manetho’s,  and  Ptolemy’s 
date  for  Troy),  we  shall  place  the  accession  of  Inachus  in 
B.C.  1910.  And  then,  if  we  deduct  the  first  three  Argive 
reigns  of  (50+60  + 35  = ) 145  years,  we  find  the  reign  of 
Apis  to  end  in  B.C.  1765.  But  by  the  scheme  of  Ptolemy 
of  Mcndes  wliich  had  (15  + 13  = ) 28  years  (or  20  years  at 
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the  least)  more  than  the  apparent  chronological  reckoning  of 
Manetho  between  Amosis  and  Nectanebo,  the  commence- 
ment of  Dyn.  XVIII  was  in  n.c.  1765  ; so  that  if  Amosis, 
in  agreement  with  the  assertion  of  Manetho,  reckoned  his 
years  from  after  the  expulsion  of  the  Shepherds,  they  must 
have  been  expelled  (unfortunately  for  Africanus)  in  the  last 
year  of  Apis.  The  synchronism  was  probably  calculated  by 
some  one  who  used  the  lists  of  Ptolemy  in  their  original  and 
complete  text,  and  neither  those  of  Manetho,  by  whoso 
apparent  reckoning  the  accession  of  Amosis  would  be  28,  or 
at  the  least  20,  years  below  the  death  of  Apis,  nor  those  of 
Africanus,  which  by  varying  in  Dyn.  XXVI  from  Ptolemy 
and  containing  a reading  taken  from  the  original  Manetho 
put  the  apparent  accession  of  Amosis  at  B.C.  1752,  or  at  the 
highest  at  B.c.  1760,  13  years,  or  at  the  least  5 years,  below 
the  death  of  Apis.  And  thus  there  is  a difference  between 
Polemo’s  date  for  the  Exodus  at  the  end  of  the  35th  and  last 
year  of  Apis  and  that  of  Africanus  (reckoned  from  a lower 
date  for  Troy  by  8 years)  after  the  50th  of  Phoroneus  of 
(35+8  = ) 43  years. 

St.  Theophilus  the  sixth  Bishop  of  Antioch  after  the 
Apostles  (a.d.  170  to  183?),  who  was  the -contemporary  of 
Tatian,  older  than  Clemens  of  Alexandria  and  Tertullian, 
and  still  more  so  than  Africanus  and  Hippolytus,  in  lib.  iii.  of 
his  Refutation  of  Heathenism  inscribed  to  Autolycus,  has 
made  out  a scheme  of  sacred  and  mixed  chronology  which 
it  will  be  worth  while  to  compare  with  that  of  Africanus, 
especially  as  he  has  borrowed  from  Josephus  those  extracts 
from  Manetho  which  occasioned  later  writers  sometimes  to 
connect  the  Exodus  with  Amosis  and  Inachus,  and  at  others 
either  with  the  time  of  Setlios-Rameses-iEgyptus  and  his 
brother  Danaus,  or  with  a time  somewhat  later.  And  in 
borrowing  Theophilus  exhibits  remarkable  variations  from 
Josephus,  before  considering  which  one  ought  to  have  some 
knowledge  of  his  general  system. 

With  2242  years  only  to  the  Flood,  936  thence  to  the 
birth  of  Abraham  (Nahor  having  75  instead  of  79),  none  for 
the  Elders  after  .Joshua,  8 only  instead  of  80  for  Ehud,  and 
20  instead  of  40  for  the  whole  reign  of  Saul,  he  has  defi- 
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ciencies  amounting  to  (20  + 4 + 10  + 72  + 20  = ) 126  years. 
Against  these  are  to  he  set  excesses  of  215  years  added  to 
the  215  of  the  Hebrews  in  Egypt  (for  he  gives  them  430),  of 
2 added  to  Joshua,  who  has  27,  of  1 reckoned  to  Shamgar, 
and  strangely  misplaced,  so  as  to  come  between  Samson  and 
Eli,  of  15  added  to  three  kings,  viz.  4 to  Abijali,  10  to 
Amaziah,  and  1 to  Ahaz,  who  have  7,  39,  and  17  years 
respectively,  and  lastly  of  3 imperfect  years  of  kings  erro- 
neously reckoned  as  complete  and  chronological.  So  he  has 
in  all  (99  + 175  + 134.  6m.  10d.  = ) 408  years,  6 months  and 
10  days  of  kings  from  the  death  of  Solomon  to  the  Cap- 
tivity, which  he  begins  after  the  1 1th  year  of  Zedekiah.  And 
the  sum  of  his  excesses,  being  (215  + 2 + 1 + 15+3  = ) 236, 
i3  greater  than  that  of  his  deficiencies  by  (236  — 126  = ) 110 
years.  Some  other  apparent  deficiencies  and  excesses  com- 
pensate one  another,  and  lying  all  together  show  rather 
inaccuracy  in  describing  and  assigning  years  which  are 
rightly  reckoned  than  any  chronological,  error.  For  the  20 
years  which  he  gives  to  Samson,  and  the  40  next  following 
“of  peace”  are  exactly  the  sums  wanted  (only  in  the  contrary 
order)  for  the  Judgeship  of  Eli  and  for  the  abode  of  the  Ark 
at  Kiriath-Jearim  during  Samuel’s  minority.  And  the  20 
which  afterwards  he  gives  to  Eli  are  just  the  years  wanting 
to  be  added  to  the  adjoining  12  of  Samuel.  So  in  this  part, 
between  the  end  of  the  40  years  of  the  Philistines  and  the 
accession  of  Saul  (if  only  we  transpose  the  year  given  to 
Shamgar  between  Samson  and  Eli  as  plainly  misplaced)  he 
has  just  the  right  number  of  years,  which  can  scarcely  bo 
said  of  any  other  scheme.  One  year  which  seems  wanting 
to  Jair  is  restored  indirectly  by  himself  when  he  gives  the 
sum  of  498  years  as  intervening  between  the  deaths  of 
Moses  and  David.  For  this  sum  must  be  made  out  thus : — 
27  +0*  + 8 + 40+ 18  +8*  + 110  + (22  + 1 of  Jair)+lll+20 
of  Samson  +40  of  peace  + 1 of  Shamgar  + 20  of  Eli  +12 
of  Samuel  + 20  of  Saul  + 40  of  David  = 498.  After  the 
40  years  of  Solomon  and  408  of  other  kings  his  descendants 
the  70  years  of  the  Captivity  are  made  by  him  to  end  not 
in  the  first  but  in  the  second  Persian  year  of  Cyrus,  which 
he  seems  to  put  in  Olyrnp.  55  0 , which  should  be  b.c. 
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559-558 ; but  his  reckonings  in  years  require  it  to  be  put 
in  b.c.  565,  which  is  6 years  too  high.  Thence  he  continues 
with  29  years  as  the  [remaining]  reign  of  Cyrus  to  his  death 
which  lie  makes  to  coincide  with  the  accession  of  Tarquinius 
Superbus,  putting  it  in  Olymp.  62  [/S']  B.C.  530,  220  years 
after  the  foundation  of  Rome  in  Olymp.  7 [/S'],  as  if  Rome 
had  been  founded  in  B.C.  750.  But  his  other  reckonings  in 
years  absolutely  require  us  to  put  the  death  of  Cyrus  in  B.C. 
(565  — 29  = ) 536.  To  be  consistent  with  himself  he  should 
have  made  the  death  of  Cyrus  in  B.c.  530,  Olymp.  62  /S',  to 
be  at  the  end  of  the  6th  year  of  Tarquinius  Superbus,  giving 
only  19  more  years  to  Tarquinius  below,  and  making  his 
whole  sum  at  the  death  of  Marcus,  in  a.d.  180,  to  have  fewer 
years  by  6 than  his  present  sum  of  5698.  He  makes  in  all  to 
the  beginning  of  the  Captivity  (2242  4 936  + 75  + 215  + 430 
+ 67  + 0 + 379  + 32  + 100 + 408.6”.  10d.  = ) 4884  years,  6 
months  and  10  days;  to  the  end  of  the  Captivity  4954  years ; 
and  to  the  death  of  Cyrus  4983.  From  the  death  of  Cyrus 
in  B.c.  536  the  25  years  of  Tarquinius  Superbus  take  him 
on  to  B.c.  511  ; and  453  years  of  Consuls,  Tribunes,  and 
JEdiles,  ending  in  B.c.  58,  are  followed  by  the  Emperors, 
each  of  whose  reigns  he  gives  with  its  years,  months,  and 
days,  from  the  chronicle  of  Chryseros  the  freedman  of 
Marcus  Aurelius.  For  the  emperors  he  makes  in  all  237 
years  and  5 days,  from  the  accession  of  Julius  Caesar  to  the 
death  of  Marcus  Aurelius  who  died  in  March  a.d.  180.  His 
error  of  thrusting  up  the  commencement  of  the  empire  from 
B.C.  47  to  B.C.  58,  is  caused  by  giving  10  years  too  many 
to  Claudius  and  2 too  many  to  Galba,  while  on  the  other 
hand  he  loses  one  year  between  Julius  Caesar  and  Augustus, 
which  reduces  his  excess  from  12  to  11.  His  whole  sum 
then  to  the  death  of  Marcus  in  a.d.  180,  is  5698  years,  in 
which  he  does  not  pretend  to  any  great  accuracy,  admitting 
that  he  “ may  perhaps  be  out  by  80,  100,  or  even  200  years, 
but  not,”  he  says,  “by  thousands  or  myriads,  like  the 
heathen ; whereas  Plato  speaks  of  myriads  of  years  from  the 
Flood  as  it  seems  to  Daxlalus,  and  Apollonius  of  Egypt  has 
named  a sum  of  153,075  years.” 

Such  being  the  outline  of  his  chronology,  one  may  observe 


Digitized  by  Google 


JULIUS  AFRICANUS. 


745 


in  it  several  points  of  agreement  with  Africanus  and  also 
with  Hippolytus.  With  Hippolytus  he  agreed  in  the  2242 
years  to  the  Flood ; with  Africanus  in  not  admitting  the 
second  Cainan ; with  Clemens  and  Hippolytus  in  giving 
not  inconsistently,  like  Africanus,  but  consistently  27  years 
to  Joshua;  with  Hippolytus  again  in  giving  no  separate 
years  to  the  Elders  after  Joshua  ; with  both  Africanus  and 
Hippolytus  in  reckoning  the  70  years  of  the  Captivity  to 
the  beginning  of  the  Persian  reign  of  Cyrus  ; while  in  his 
sum  of  408  years  for  the  kings  below  Solomon  (which  with 
him  all  precede  the  Captivity)  he  has  an  excess  amounting 
to  17  or  18  years.  In  one  or  two  points  Africanus  may  have 
followed  S.  Theophilus,  as  in  giving  1 year  to  Shamgar. 
His  “ forty  years  of  anarchy”  too,  and  the  “ forty  of  peace" 
following  them,  may  have  been  both  made  out  of  the  “ forty 
years  of  peace  ” of  S.  Theophilus.  And  later  the  author  of 
the  Paschal  Chronicle  has  in  the  same  place  40  years  of 
“ peace  or  anarchy,”  for  omitting  which  he  blames  Eusebius. 
And  if,  as  Syncellus  says,  Africanus  made  268  years  of 
kings  instead  of  258  between  the  death  of  Solomon  and  the 
capture  of  Samaria,  his  excess  of  10  years  in  this  sum  may 
perhaps  be  explained  by  one  of  Theophilus’s  peculiarities 
within  the  same  space,  that  namely  by  which  he  gives  10 
years  too  many  to  Amaziah.  Such  peculiarities  which  more 
or  less  disfigure  all  the  older  schemes,  and  which  look  now 
like  strange  blunders  or  arbitrary  variations,  are  easily  ac- 
counted for  when  one  reflects  that  in  those  early  times, 
when  books  were  comparatively  rare,  and  all  in  MS.,  each 
copy  had  its  own  errors  and  omissions;  and  writers  in  general 
were  acquainted  only  with  very  few  copies,  perhaps  only 
with  a single  copy  of  the  works  which  they  used.  Nor  had 
they  any  such  general  collation  of  the  MSS.  even  of  those 
works  of  which  copies  were  most  multiplied  as  would  enable 
them  to  distinguish  and  correct  the  peculiarities  of  that  copy 
from  which  their  own  notes  had  been  taken.  Thus,  for  in- 
stance, the  error  of  giving  Saul  only  20  years  in  all  instead 
of  40  originated  probably  through  some  faulty  MS.  of  Jose- 
phus, which  divided  the  reign  into  2 years  and  18,  whereas 
the  true  reading  is  22.  But  to  return  to  Theophilus  : — 
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Ilis  whole  fum  at  n.c.  2,  amounting  to  5517  years,  exceeds 
that  of  Africanus  by  17.  And,  if  his  chronology  were  to  be 
applied  to  the  Egyptian  lists  according  to  the  scale  of  the 
Old  Chronicle,  the  Exodus  would  appear  at  n.c.  (58  + 453  + 
25  + 29  + 70  + 408  + 100  + 32  +379  + 67  = ) 1621,  which  is 
33  years  below  its  true  date.  For  his  omissions  below  are 
(10  + 72  + 20  = ) 101,  while  his  additions  are  only  (2  + 1 + 18 
+ 41  + 6 = ) 68,  the  last  6 of  the  latter  being  caused  by  the 
undue  elevation  of  the  accession  of  Cyrus.  And  68  being 
deducted  from  101,  there  remain  33  years.  But  above  the 
Exodus,  in  consequence  of  his  interpolation  of  215  years, 
only  33  of  which  are  compensated  by  the  undue  depression 
of  the  Exodus  itself,  the  call  of  Abraham  stands  at  b.c.  2084 
+ (215  — 33  = )182  = 2266,  which  is  42  years  above  the 
Egyptian  reckoning  for  the  accession  of  Mencs.  This,  there- 
fore, alone,  if  any  refutation  were  needed,  would  be  a sufficient 
refutation  of  that  opinion  which  would  make  the  Hebrews 
to  have  sojourned  in  Egypt  the  whole  space  of  430  years. 

With  such  a system  of  chronology  there  would  be  nothing 
wonderful  if  in  extolling  the  antiquity  of  Moses  he  had 
made  use  of  Josephus’s  extracts  from  Manetho,  without 
troubling  himself  to  search  after  the  exact  history  underlying 
them.  But  it  is  curious  that  he  neither  repeats  Josephus’s 
reckoning  of  “above  392  years”  from  Amosis  and  the 
Exodus  to  some  time  below  the  reign  of  Sethos-Rameses- 
yEgyptus,  whose  brother  Armais  is  identified  with  Danaus, 
nor  does  he  enumerate  the  reigns  of  Dyn.  XVIII  as  he  found 
them  in  Josephus.  But  either  he  himself,  or  some  other 
unknown  author  whom  he  follows,  has  made  such  omissions 
as  to  reduce  the  interval  between  Amosis  and  the  flight  of 
Danaus  after  the  10th  year  of  yEgyptus  to  just  313  years, 
so  as  to  suit,  with  only  13  years  over,  the  reckoning  of  nine 
generations  at  the  rate  of  three  to  a century,  as  if  from 
Inachus,  which  the  (333  + 8 = ) 341  years  of  Manetho  did 
not  suit.  Thcophilus  then  writes  thus : 

“ 'O  Be  Meocnjr  oBrppfaai  \JoBt]yr)at\  tous  'lovBalovs  i«/3£/3Xij- 
fjJi’ovi  ai to  yr/s  AtyimTov  inro  fiaaCKews  't’apaai  ov  rovvopa 
'Apmcris'  ov,  (fiaalv , fitra  tt/u  hcfloXrjv  toO  Xaov  efjaaiXevae 
err)  ice  xai  fiifvas  S' , cos  v<jrrfpi)Tcu  M avedois' 
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“ Kat  fiera  tovtov  Xeftpbov  sttj  ty‘ 

“ Mrra  Be  tovtov  ’A pevaxpis  enj  k , pijvas 
“ Mrra  Be  tovtov  ij  uBeAcfii]  avrov  ’Apearaij  h"tj  tea,  pijva  a" 

“ Mrra  Be  Tavrrjv  M >']<f>prjs  Stij  tjff , pijvas  3'* 

“ Mrra  Be  tovtov  MijippappovOaicns  errj  k,  pijvas  t’ 

“ Kai  perd  tovtov  Tovdpaiais  hrj  3',  p ijvas  r[‘ 

“ Kat  per  a tovtov  ’ Apsvaxpts  err)  A',  pijvas  i‘ 

“ Mrra  Be  tovtov*  Clpos  bttj  Ae,  pijvas  «'* 

“ Tot)  Be  SvyaTi/p  errj  i,  pijvas  y" 

“ Mrra  Be  ravnjv  K ey^epijs,  err]  10,  pijvas  y‘ 

“ Too  Si  ’A ppa’cs  sttj  A'  [A']  pljva  a! * 

“Mrra  8i  tovtov  'Vapeacnjs  J Atappov  enj  £{■',  /cal  pijvas  /S'* 
“ Kat  perd  tovtov  'Vapeacnjs  iviavrov  [eva  /tat]  pijvas  *£• 

“ Kat  perd  tovtov  Apevuxpis  errj  iff,  pijvas  r'* 

“ Too  Be  XeOois,  os  /cal  'Vapeacnjs,  ctij  t • ov  (fiaaiv  icryrj/cevai 
TroXhijv  Bvvapiv  Imri/cijs,  /cal  irapuTagiv  vauritcijs. 

“ KaTti  tovs  iSiovs  %povov s ol  pev  'Efipaioi  irapoacrjaavres 
ev  Alyvmcp,  /cal  KaTaBovAcodevres  verb  fiaaiAecos  bis  irpoelpijrai 
TeOpbiaeuis,  uiKoSopijaav  avroi  ttoAus  u^vpas,  Ti/v  re  Ilidai  /cal 
'Vapeacrij  Kal'SHv . . . ware  /cal  ToivBe  troAeaiv  tojv  tots  bvopaaroiv 
/car  Alyvmlovs  Behcwmat  irpoyevearepoi  oi  'E/3pauu  ovres  ol 
Kal  TTporruTopes  rjpaiv  . . . A lyvmos  Kal  tj  % bipa  eicAijQij  dirb  rot) 
/8 aatAecos  'S.eOar  t oBe  yap  Videos,  cfiaalv,  Aiyvmos  KaAeiTai’ 
TioSe  Kal  Tjv  aBeAcfibs  <L  ovopa  \ppats'  oirros  A avaos  KeKArjrai, 
o els  “Apyos  otto  Aiyvmov  irapayevbpevos,  ov  pipvrjvrai  ol 
Aonrol  avyypacfiels  bis  irdvv  apyatov  Tvy^dvovros. 

“ MaveObis  Be  6 /cot’  Alrfumlovs  -rroXAa  cpAvapijaas,  eri  prjv 
Kal  fiAaaiprjpa  elirbiv  els  M oiaia  Kal  tovs  avv  ainui  'E/S palovs 
bis  BijOev  Bid  Aeirpav  eKpArjdevras  ex  rijs  Aiyvmov,  iroipevas 
pev  y dp  avrovs  elirbiv  /cat  iroAeplovs  Alyvmlcov  oi%  eiipev  to 
uKpiS'es  to bv  yjpbv qjv  elirelv.  To  pev  yap  iroipevas  aKtov  ehrev, 
iAsyxppevos  inro  rijs  bAijdelas.  ’H aav  yap  ovrois  iroipeves  ol 
TTporruTopes  ijpbiv,  oi  TrapoiKijaairres  ev  Alyvmip,  clAA'  ov 
Asrrpol. 

“ Ilspt  Be  tov  ireirAavrjaOai  too  Alavedbi  irepl  twv  xpcvaiv  Ik 
toiv  In r avrov  elprjpevaiv  BijAov  eernv  aXAa  Kal  irepl  tov 
(iaaiAems  tov  r/c/SaAooroy  avrovs,  (\iapabi  Tovvopa  * ovkcti  yap 
avrbiv  efiaalAevae  * KaraBiw^as  yap  'Efipaiovs  perd  rov 
uTpaievpaTos  KineTrovrlcrOrj  els  tijv  epvOpdv  OdAaaaav.  ’Eti 
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firjv  xal  otis  etfnj  iroipevas  TmroXeprjxeiiat  rout  Atyvirrlovs 
yjrsvSsTai  ‘ Trpb  fawv  yap  riy  s%i)\6ov  ex  rf/s  Alyinrrov,  xal 
(pxtjtrav  ix  tots  igv  \a >pav,"  x.  r.  X. 

So  Thcophilus  also  made  nearly  the  same  reflections  as 
Josephus;  and  like  Josephus  he  is  far  from  perceiving  how 
Manetho  has  purposely  blended  a number  of  real  but  dis- 
tinct events,  persons,  and  epochs;  but  he  supposes  the 
“Shepherds”  of  Manetho  to  be  all  from  first  to  last  equally 
and  only  the  Hebrews;  and  that  they  went  forth  from  Egypt, 
according  to  Manetho,  313  years  before  the  time  when 
Sethos  expelled  them  as  lepers,  that  is,  in  B.C.  1183  or  1184 
+ 18  + (7x33)  = ) 233^=1434  + 313=  1747  or  1748;  and 
that  having  once  settled  in  Judaea,  they  never  more  returned 
(so  contradicting  Manetho)  to  Egypt.  His  expressions  on 
two  or  three  points  are  remarkable  : — First,  at  the  outset, 
he  names  Amosis,  and  very  rightly,  as  having  been  named  by 
implication  by  Manetho  himself,  who  stated  his  reign  of  25 
years  at  the  head  of  Dyn.  XVIII ; but  afterwards  he  passes 
to  Manetho’s  mythical  name  for  him,  Tethmosis,  as  if  it  were 
all  one,  writing  “by  the  king  Tethmosis,  as  aforesaid and 
at  the  same  time  he  adds,  as  if  that  too  were  implied  above, 
such  a gloss  upon  Manetho’s  first  account  as  is  really  a cor- 
rection, though  he  blundered  himself  in  making  it.  For  in 
order  to  connect  and  harmonise  with  the  truth  Manctho’s  two 
accounts,  he  writes  as  if  Tethmosis  (he  should  have  kept 
here  to  his  first  name  Amosis)  instead  of  expelling  had  only 
reduced  the  Shepherds  to  bondage;  which  was  the  exact 
truth  so  far  as  the  Hebrews  were  concerned.  Then  he  in- 
serts from  the  book  of  Exodus  the  circumstance  of  their 
building  for  him  (and  here  his  Manethonian  name  Tethmosis 
may  suit  as  well  or  better  than  Amosis)  strong  cities,  Pitho, 
Harnesses,  and  On;  and  he  bases  an  unlucky  argument  on  the 
antiquity  of  these  cities  so  named,  and  on  the  fact  of  the  name 
of  Egypt  itself  being  derived  from  the  king  said  to  have  ex- 
pelled them  in  favour  of  the  greater  antiquity  of  the  Hebrews. 
He  seems  to  think  that  liPharao"'  was  the  proper  name  of  the 
king  in  whose  time  they  really  went  out ; and  he  argues  con- 
fidently against  Manetho  that  he  could  not  have  reigned 
on  afterwards,  as  he  was  drowned  together  with  his  army  in 
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the  Red  Sea.  In  dealing  with  Manetho’s  second  story  of 
the  lepers  he  is  amusingly  indignant  at  this  imputation,  and 
somewhat  inconsistent  with  himself  in  copying  from  Jose- 
phus the  objection  that  they  could  not  be  expelled  by  Sethos- 
Rameses,  as  they  had  gone  out  above  300  years  before,  and 
had  never  returned.  This  was  fair  enough  for  Josephus  to 
urge  against  Manetho.  But  Theophilus  had  explained  away 
the  former  expulsion,  and  had  let  them  remain  and  build 
cities  not  only  for  a Thothmes  but  also  for  a Rameses ; ac- 
cepting as  it  seems  that  portion  of  the  myth  which  made  the 
flight  of  Danaus  to  Greece  and  that  of  Moses  to  Judsea  to 
be  contemporary,  but  denying  Manetho’s  story  of  a pre- 
vious expulsion  and  a return  of  those  who  had  once  before 
been  expelled  as  invaders  from  the  country  of  Jerusalem. 
And  on  this  view  of  the  matter  he  had  no  longer  any  thing 
to  say  against  the  story  of  their  being  expelled  by  Sethos- 
Rameses  merely  on  the  ground  that  they  had  gone  out  much 
earlier.  One  thing  also  which  he  says  incidentally  of  Ma- 
nctho  is  noticeable,  viz.  that,  “ according  to  the  Egyptians, 
his  work  was  full  of  fables  (6  tear  tKir/irmiovs  iroWa  <f>\va- 
fji']<ras).n 

There  is  marked  in  Africanus’s  Egyptian  lists  one  other 
synchronism  the  mention  of  which  has  been  purposely  post- 
poned to  the  discussion  of  Amosis  and  the  Exodus,  and  of 
the  Argive  generations  between  Inaclius  and  Troy.  Against 
the  name  of  Amenoph  II.,  the  sixth  king  of  Dyn.  XVIII, 
there  is  an  entry  that  “ in  his  time  was  the  Flood  of  Deu- 
calion (i<j>  ov  o errl  AemaXiowos  KaTa/cXva-fios)."  This  should 
be  at  an  interval  of  four  of  the  17  longer  generations 
from  Inaclius  according  to  Thrasyllus,  or  in  the  seventh  of 
the  19  or  20  short  generations  also  mentioned  by  Tatian 
and  Clemens,  under  Triopas.  But  Africanus,  as  has  been 
seen  above,  reckoned  the  Argive  generations  at  their 
full  mythological  length.  It  appears,  then,  that  the  syn- 
chronism of  Deucalion,  as  it  stands  in  his  Egyptian  lists, 
seemingly  at  September  1,  B.c.  1659,  if  put  at  the  first  year 
of  Amenoph  II.,  is  (b.c.  1906—  1659  = ) 247  years  below  his 
date  for  Inachus,  whereas  the  first  four  Argive  generations 
make  at  most  but  215  years  to  the  end  of  the  70  years  of 


Digitized  by  Google 


750 


EGYPTIAN  CHRONICLES. 


Argus,  while  to  the  end  of  the  sixth  generation  there  are 
304  years.  So  that  he  could  not  put  it  under  Triopas. 
But  if  44  years  were  added  to  his  Egyptian  lists  somewhere 
below,  so  as  to  make  the  accession  of  Amosis  coincide,  as  he 
implies  it  ought  to  do,  with  his  date  for  the  Exodus  at  n.c. 
1797,  the  synchronism  for  Deucalion  would  then  suit.  For 
there  would  be  (B.C.  1906—1797  = ) 109  years  above,  and 
94  more  below  the  Exodus  and  Amosis,  making  in  all  203 
years  from  Inachus  to  the  accession  of  Amenoph  II.,  so  that 
the  Flood  of  Deucalion,  if  put  in  his  first  year,  would  be  1 1 
or  12  years  before  the  end  of  the  fourth  Argive  generation. 
Africanus,  however,  was  not  likely  to  introduce  a purely 
Greek  synchronism  into  his  Egyptian  lists,  especially  when 
they  did  not  exhibit  that  coincidence  of  the  accession  of 
Amosis  with  his  own  date  for  the  Exodus  which  he  would 
have  desired.  And  Synccllus  asserts  that  Africanus  in  fact 
placed  the  Flood  of  Deucalion  in  the  70th  year  of  Ehud, 
that  is,  at  or  after  September  1,  in  B.c.  (1797  — 232  = ) 15G5, 
which  is  341  years  below  his  date  for  the  foundation  of 
Argos,  far  too  low  for  the  fourth  Argive  generation,  even  as 
reckoned  by  himself  without  reduction,  but  not  low  enough 
by  8 years  for  the  commencement  of  the  seventh  generation, 
that  of  Triopas,  under  which  the  Flood  of  Deucalion  had 
been  put  by  Tatian.  If  Africanus  had  followed  Ptolemy  in 
making  Inachus  to  synchronise  with  Amosis  and  the  Exodus, 
only  at  his  own  date  of  B.c.  1797,  the  70th  year  of  Ehud, 
being  at  B.C.  1565,  or  232  years  later,  would  have  connected 
the  Flood  of  Deucalion  with  the  18th  year  of  the  fifth 
Argive  generation,  that  of  Crotopus. 

As  it  stands  attached  to  the  reign  of  Amenoph  II.  the 
synchronism  of  the  Flood  of  Deucalion  suits  well  enough 
the  method  of  Ptolemy,  who,  we  know,  joined  the  accession 
of  Inachus  with  that  of  Amosis  at  B.c.  1765,  and  gave  to 
the  Argive  generations  only  33|  years  each.  So  that  to  the 
end  of  the  fourth  generation  he  would  make  like  Thrasyllus 
only  1 33  years.  And,  if  he  had  any  reason  for  putting  the 
synchronism  somewhat  earlier,  so  long  as  the  sum  of  years 
from  the  accession  of  Amosis  was  over  100,  it  would  still  be 
attached  to  the  fourth  Argive  generation.  But  from  the 
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accession  of  Amosis  to  the  end  of  the  reign  of  Amenoph  II. 
there  are  by  the  lists  (94  + 26  = ) 120  years,  so  that  Ptolemy 
might  very  well  put  the  Flood  of  Deucalion  in  that  reign. 
Ptolemy  moreover  may  have  made  a mixed  reckoning,  begin- 
ning from  his  own  apparent  date  for  the  head  of  Dyn.  XVIII 
in  b.c.  1765,  but  ending  for  such  as  knew  the  true  chro- 
nology with  the  true  date  of  the  death  of  Amenoph  II.  or 
B.C.  1628,  and  so  making  an  interval  of  137  years.  After 
this  method  the  Flood  of  Deucalion  might  be  understoodto 
synchronise  in  B.C.  (1765  — 133  = ) 1632  with  the  commence- 
ment of  the  24th  year  of  Amenoph  II.  There  is  no  doubt 
then  that  this  synchronism  in  Africanus’s  lists  is  really  from 
Ptolemy ; and  its  omission  above  between  pages  444  and 
445  in  printing  the  Greek  text  is  merely  an  oversight.  (In 
the  English  translation  at  p.  96,  in  Chapter  I.  it  is  given.) 

It  may  be  supposed  that  in  marking  this  Greek  syn- 
chronism at  the  reign  of  a king  under  whom  in  truth  the 
flower  of  the  Egyptian  army  was  overwhelmed  in  the  Red 
Sea,  Ptolemy  made  a secret  allusion  to  this  event,  an  event 
which  had  indeed  the  same  significancy  and  the  same  author 
with  the  universal  Deluge  represented  in  Greek  mythology 
by  the  Flood  of  Deucalion.  We  have  already  had  an  in- 
stance, in  quoting  from  Diodorus  Siculus,  of  the  Flood  of 
Deucalion  being  identified  by  his  Egyptian  informants  with 
that  greatest  of  all  floods  which  preceded  the  origin  of  the 
existing  race  of  mankind  “above  10,000  years”  before  the 
time  of  Diodorus  or  of  Alexander.  And  certainly  the  over- 
throw of  the  Red  Sea  was  a renewal  of  the  same  type  much 
more  vivid  and  awful  than  any  other  of  those  partial  deluges, 
of  which  the  Egyptians  told  Solon  there  had  been  many, 
(they  had  one  in  fact  every  year),  as  if  dissembling  the  full 
emphasis  of  that  one  which  they  never  named.  And  unless 
Ptolemy  had  had  some  secret  allusion,  he  either  would  not 
have  named  the  Flood  of  Deucalion  at  all,  or  he  would  have 
named  it  at  its  natural  place,  according  to  the  apparent 
chronology  of  his  own  lists ; and  so  its  date  of  B.C.  1765  — 
133  = 1632,  would  have  been  133—94  = 39  years  below  the 
accession  of  Amenoph  II.,  and  39  — 26=13  after  his  death. 
It  would  not  even  have  attached  to  the  reigu  of  his  successor 
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Thothmes  IV.  who  has  only  9 years ; but  it  would  have 
belonged  to  the  4th  year  of  Amenoph  III.  the  Mcmnon  of 
the  Greeks,  whom  Manetho  has  also  blended  with  Amenoph 
II.,  as  he  has  blended  the  Arabian-Cushites  or  Hierosoly- 
mitcs  with  the  Hebrews  and  with  the  earlier  Shepherds. 

As  Africanus  does  not  give  it,  it  is  probable  that  the 
synchronism  of  Danaus  was  omitted  by  Ptolemy.  And  it 
has  been  seen  above  that  there  were  reasons  for  this  omis- 
sion, if  he  knew  that  Manetho’s  real  allusion  was  to  the 
history  of  Seti  I.  or  his  son  Raineses  II.,  whose  true  date 
also  suited  the  longer  reckoning  of  the  Argive  generations. 
But  on  the  other  hand  the  first  years  of  Raineses  II.  were 
plainly  too  near  to  Ptolemy’s  date  for  Inachus,  even  though 
it  were  set  consistently  and  solely  at  B.C.  1765.  For  so  the 
interval  would  consist  of  only  eight  average  generations 
instead  of  nine,  and  of  about  266  instead  of  300  years.  And 
it  would  have  reduced  his  other  esoteric  reckoning,  by  which 
Inachus  was  brought  down  perhaps  to  B.C.  (1765  — 94  = ) 
1671  or  1654,  to  a plain  contradiction  and  absurdity.  But 
Manetho’s  mythical  synchronism  of  Danaus  and  Scthos- 
Rameses  at  the  head  of  his  Dyn.  XIX  suited  the  last 
mentioned  reckoning  of  Ptolemy  well  enough.  For  between 
B.c.  1655,  the  true  date  for  the  accession  of  Amenoph  II. 
identified  with  Amosis,  and  b.c.  (1417 — 8 = ) 1409,  8 years 
below  the  head  of  Dyn.  XIX  at  the  supposed  date  for  the 
flight  of  Danaus,  there  were  for  the  nine  Argive  reigns  246 
years,  which  exceeded  the  exact  measure  of  10  average 
reigns  of  24  £ years  each  by  only  one  year,  and  left  8 full 
reigns  within  one  year  for  the  following  interval  of  197  years 
to  Troy.  Probably  therefore  he  intended  his  two  distinct 
reckonings  for  the  Exodus  and  Inachus  to  be  connected  the 
one  of  them  with  the  earlier  date  hinted,  the  other  with  the 
later  date  asserted,  by  Manetho  for  Danaus ; but  as  he  could 
not  expressly  introduce  both  reckonings  he  abstained  from 
introducing  either. 

There  still  remains  a portion  of  Africanus’s  Egyptian 
lists,  that  namely  from  the  conquest  of  Egypt  by  Cambyscs 
to  the  end  of  the  4th  year  of  Darius  Codomannus  and  of 
Ptolemy’s  Dyn.  XXXI,  which  demands  attention.  There 
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can  be  no  doubt  that  the  5th  of  Cambyses  began  from  .Tan.  2 
in  B.  C.  525,  or,  as  Africanus  would  reckon,  from  Sept.  1 in 
b.c.  526,  and  that  the  4th  of  Darius  ended  Nov.  15  in  b.c. 
332,  or,  as  Africanus  would  reckon,  Aug.  31  in  b.c.  332. 
But  to  fill  this  space  of  194  Nabonassarian  years  the  lists 
of  Africanus,  like  those  of  the  original  Manetho,  have  not 
only  194  chronological  years  (viz.  124  of  Dyn.  XXVII  + 
19  of  Dyn.  XXIX  + 38  of  Dyn.  XXX  -f  13  of  Ptolemy’s 
Dyn.  XXXI),  but  they  have  also  those  8 unehronological 
years  and  2 months  (consisting  of  6 months  of  Psiimmeni- 
tus,  of  4 months  added  to  Dyn.  XXVII,  of  the  6 years  of 
Dyn.  XXVIII,  and  of  1 year  and  4 months  added  to  Dyn. 
XXIX)  which  have  been  repeatedly  mentioned  above. 
These  8 years,  if  reckoned  as  they  stand,  must  either  thrust 
up  the  conquest  of  Cambyses  to  B.c.  533  (534  for  Africanus), 
or  thrust  down  the  end  of  the  4th  year  of  Darius  Codo- 
mannus  to  B.C.  324,  both  which  displacements  are  equally 
impossible..  On  the  other  hand,  if  they  are  omitted  alto- 
gether, they  cause  in  the  case  of  Manetho’s  lists  a deficiency 
of  8 years  and  2 months  above  the  head  of  his  Dyn.  XXVI. 
But  in  the  case  of  Ptolemy’s  lists  their  omission  is  neces- 
sary. And  if  they  are  allowed  to  reckon,  as  if  they  had 
been  placed  above  Dyn.  XXVI,  this  in  the  case  of  Manetho’s 
lists  suits  well  enough  ; but  in  the  case  of  Ptolemy’s  it 
causes  an  excess  of  8 years  and  2 months.  Manetho  there- 
fore had  them  and  meant  them  (like  others  of  his  transposi- 
tions) to  be  taken  account  of  and  allowed  for,  but  not  to  be 
reckoned  as  they  stood.  Ptolemy  did  not  mean  them  either 
to  be  reckoned  as  they  stood  or  to  be  taken  account  of,  and 
perhaps  he  even  omitted  them  altogether,  since  their  frac- 
tions are  anomalous  for  his  lists,  and  Africanus  certainly 
has  some  admixture  of  variants  derived  from  the  original 
Manetho.  Africanus  seeins  not  to  have  reckoned  them  in 
the  first  instance,  when  he  made  out  his  sacred  scheme 
parallel  to  his  Egyptian  lists  between  Amosis  and  the 
Exodus  above  and  Apries  and  Nebuchadnezzar  below.  But 
afterwards,  when  by  blundering  about  the  times  of  the 
Captivity  and  Cyrus  he  bad  put  up  the  Exodus  44  years 
higher  thaii  he  had  put  it  at  first,  he  probably  took  those  8 
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years  of  Manetho  into  consideration,  and  allowed  them  to 
tell  in  diminution  of  the  interval  between  his  apparent  date 
for  Amosis  and  that  assigned  by  him  for  the  Exodus. 

It  is  to  he  regretted  that  the  late  learned  and  venerable 
President  of  Magdalen  College,  Oxford,  Dr.  Routh,  in  his 
“ Reliquiae  Sacra:,”  was  led  by  his  respect  for  the  superior 
antiquity  of  Eusebius  into  the  mistake  of  reprinting  his  text 
of  the  Egyptian  dynasties  (especially  from  Dyn.  XVI  of 
Eusebius  downwards)  as  that  of  Africauus  rather  than  the 
totally  different  text  really  copied  from  Africanus  by  Syn- 
cellus.  Some  future  re-editor  of  the  Reliquiae,  it  may  be 
hoped,  will  restore  the  genuine  text  of  Africanus  to  its 
proper  place,  and  so  remedy  a considerable  blot  in  that 
valuable  work,  one  which  is  the  more  sensible  as  the  true 
lists  of  Africanus,  as  it  happens,  from  after  Dyn.  XV  down- 
wards, are  now  omitted  in  it  altogether. 
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CHAP.  VII. 

EUSEBIUS  PAMPI1ILI. 

We  come  next  to  Eusebius  Pampliili,  who  was  Bishop  of 
Ctesarea,  the  Metropolitan  Church  of  Palestine,  in  the  time 
of  Constantine  the  Great.  His  valuable  Chronicon  in  two 
books,  as  reconstructed  in  great  measure  by  Julius  Scaliger, 
who  put  together  the  fragments  and  notices  belonging  to  it 
from  various  authors,  was  published  at  Leyden  in  a.d. 
1606,  and  at  Amsterdam  in  a.d.  1658.  And,  in  our  own 
time,  the  same  work  has  been  recovered  nearly  entire  in  an 
old  Armenian  version,  and  printed  with  a Latin  translation 
by  Zohrab  and  Cardinal  Mai  at  Milan  in  a.d.  1818. 

Eusebius  in  his  first  book  gives  a collection  of  extracts 
from  various  authors,  intended,  as  he  says,  to  serve  as  ma- 
terials whence  to  construct  his  own  Canon  or  parallel  chro- 
nicle of  different  nations,  which  is  exhibited  in  his  second 
book.  Thus  the  same  series,  as,  for  instance,  the  Egyptian 
lists  copied  or  altered  from  Africanus,  may  occur  twice  over, 
or  even  thrice;  once  in  the  first  book,  as  raw  material;  again 
in  the  lists  of  kings,  selected  and  prepared  for  use,  which  arc 
prefixed  to  the  second  book ; and  lastly  in  the  Canon  itself 
worked  up  into  Eusebius’s  own  system  year  by  year.  The 
Egyptian  lists  of  Eusebius’s  First  Book  have  been  tran- 
scribed and  preserved  in  the  original  Greek  (as  well  as  the 
lists  of  Airicanus)  by  Syncellus ; and  the  whole  of  the 
Canon  or  Second  Book  (with  the  lists  of  kings  selected  for 
it  prefixed)  has  been  translated  into  Latin  by  St.  Jerome, 
with  some  incidental  variations  and  remarks  of  his  own  in 
that  part  which  is  later  than  the  date  for  Troy. 

3 c 2 


Digitized  by  Google 


756 


EGYPTIAN  CHRONICLES. 


Unlike  his  predecessor  Africanus,  from  whose  work,  as 
from  those  of  other  writers,  lie  transcribed  freely  with  or 
without  acknowledgment,  and  who  had  unduly  swelled  the 
sum  of  his  sacred  reckoning  between  the  Exodus  and  the 
building  of  the  Temple  by  98  years,  Eusebius  unduly  cur- 
tailed it  between  the  same  two  points  by  162  years.  His 
reason  for  doing  so  he  has  given  at  length ; and  it  is  briefly 
this : — that  if  we  consider  the  genealogy  in  the  line  of 
Judah  from  the  death  of  Naasson,  who  may  be  paralleled 
with  Moses,  to  the  building  of  the  Temple,  we  find  only  5 
generations,  as  it  seems,  viz.  those  of  Salmon,  Boaz,  Obed, 
Jesse,  and  David,  to  a space  of  701  years  according  to  Afri- 
canus, or  561  [really  601]  years  according  to  the  Book  of 
Judges  and  St.  Paul.  “Now  five  generations,”  Eusebius 
says,  “ cannot  have  covered  700  years,  unless  each  father 
were  140  years  old  at  the  birth  of  his  son.  And  though  we 
reckon  only  with  the  Apostle  561  [601]  years  between  the 
Exodus  and  the  Temple,  even  so,”  he  says,  “each  of  the  five 
fathers  from  Naasson  to  David  must  have  been  of  the  age  of 
115  years  at  the  birth  of  his  son,  which  is  not  to  be  thought 
of.”  Here  he  erroneously  supposes  that  the  Apostle  sup- 
pressed those  years  of  the  Elders  after  Joshua  and  of 
Samuel  before  Saul  which  he  did  not  expressly  mention. 
But,  in  truth,  Eusebius  does  not  thus  make  the  most  of  the 
difficulty,  even  though  he  names  the  sum  of  Africanus.  For 
even  without  the  98  years  improperly  added  by  Africanus, 
if  we  reckon  only  the  true  number,  viz.  (601 —84  = ) 517 
years  between  the  capture  of  Jericho  and  the  birth  of  David, 
and  suppose  further,  which  is  improbable,  that  it  was  as 
many  as  30  years  after  the  capture  of  Jericho  that  “ Salmon 
begat  Boaz  of  Bahab,”  there  are  still  (517  —30=)  487  years 
between  the  births  of  Boaz  and  David  ; and  Boaz,  Obed,  and 
Jesse  will  appear  to  have  been  each  of  them  159  years  old 
at  the  birth  of  his  son.  With  Africanus’s  reckoning  it  would 
be  192  years.  However  stated,  the  improbability,  Eusebius 
thought,  was  so  enormous  that  it  was  necessary  to  remove 
or  palliate  it  by  whatever  expedient  seemed  most  available. 
Having  this  in  his  mind,  he  takes  his  stand  upon  a passago 
in  3 Kings  (ch,  vi.  vcr.  1)  which,  as  he  says,  “ strongly  affirms 
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(veliementer  affirmant)  that  there  were  between  the  Exo- 
dus and  the  building  of  the  Temple  440  years,  though  the 
Hebrew  text  has  480,  and  the  Jewish  doctors  defend  their 
reading  by  excluding  the  times  of  the  Servitudes.  So,  they 
say,  there  are  exactly  480  years  from  the  Exodu3  to  the 
foundation  of  the  Temple.”  Eusebius  therefore  adopts  from 
them  this  idea;  and  during  the  times  of  the  Judges  he  sup- 
poses the  years  specified  for  each  Servitude  to  be  reckoned 
over  again  and  included  in  the  years  of  the  Judge  who 
follows.  Besides  the  111  years  of  the  Servitudes  he  omits  also 
the  10  years  of  the  judgeship  of  Elon  (saying  that  they  were 
not  in  the  L XX)  and  the  10  years  given  by  Josephus  to  the 
Elders  who  outlived  Joshua.  So  that  the  total  of  his  sup- 
pressions thus  far  would  be  131.  But  on  the  other  hand  he 
adopts  from  Theopliilus  of  Antioch,  Clemens  of  Alexandria, 
and  Africanus,  their  addition  of  2 years  to  the  25  of  Joshua ; 
and  he  reckons  (which  was  natural  on  his  principle)  the  20 
years  of  Samson,  which  were  really  included  in  the  40  of  the 
Philistines.  So  the  total  sum  of  his  suppressions  between 
the  death  of  Moses  and  the  death  of  Samson  is  reduced  to 
109  years.  And  after  the  death  of  Samson,  instead  of  the  40 
[ + 20  + 20]  + 12  +(20  + 20)  + 40  + 4=  176yearsofthe  Scrip- 
tures and  Josephus  harmonised,  or  the  (100  + 40  + 20  + 
10  + 20  + 20  + 40+4  = ) 254  of  Africanus,  he  gives  only  40 
of  Eli,  40  of  Samuel  and  Saul  together,  40  of  David,  and  4 
of  Solomon,  making  in  all  124  years.  And  the  whole  scries 
from  the  Exodus  to  the  foundation  of  the  Temple,  as  enume- 
rated in  his  First  Book,  being  composed  of  the  following 
sums,  40  + 27  + 40  + 80  + 40  + 40  + 3 + 22  + 23  ( not  22)  of 
Tola  +6  + 7 of  Esebon  + 8 of  Labdon  + 20  of  Samson  + 40 
+ 40  + 40  + 4,  makes  just  480  years.  Owing,  however,  to  a 
blunder  in  dropping  the  23rd  year  of  Tola,  which  seems  to 
have  been  wanting  in  some  of  the  Greek  copies  of  the  Book 
of  Judges  (for  Theophilus  also  had  omitted  it),  he  makes 
out  in  his  Canon  only  479  years  to  the  end  of  the  4th  of 
Solomon,  though  he  still  speaks  of  480.  It  is  so  common  a 
thing  with  him  to  reckon  variously  and  uncertainly  in  ex- 
cluding or  including  the  extreme  points  of  his  sums,  that 
479  years  full  from  the'  last  day  of  his  A.  abr.  505,  preced- 
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ing  the  Exodus  by  some  months,  to  the  first  day  of  his  5th 
year  of  Solomon  might  be  called  by  him  480  years.  We, 
however,  taking  liia  scheme  not  as  it  seems  to  have  been 
designed,  and  as  it  ought  to  have  been  made  out,  but  as  it  is 
actually  made  out,  must  reckon  uniformly  for  him  479  years 
only  between  the  Exodus  and  the  foundation  of  the  Temple, 
or  rather  the  end  of  the  4th  year  of  Solomon  in  which  it  was 
founded.  And  so  Eusebius  is  within  these  two  points  short  of 
the  true  sum  of  the  Scriptures  and  Josephus,  viz.  641,  by 
(641—479  = ) 162  years,  and  short  of  the  sum  of  Africanus, 
viz.  741,  by  (741  —479  = ) 262  years.  “ By  this  method,” 

he  observes,  “ having  made  only  436  years  between  the 
deaths  of  Moses  and  David ; ” (this  is  in  lib.  i.,  but  in  the 
Canon  he  has  only  435,  and  he  specifies  that  sum  indirectly, 
saying  “940  years,”  that  is  505+435,  “from  the  birth  of 
Abraham  to  the  death  of  Saul  ”)  “ we  may  exhibit  the  five 
ancestors  of  Solomon  as  having  been  one  with  another  of  the 
age  of  85  years  only  (5x85  = 425)  instead  of  115  at  the 
birth  of  their  sons.”  But  here  again  he  makes  the  least  of 
the  difficulty.  For  even  thus  he  lias  himself  between  the 
death  of  Naasson  and  Moses  or  the  capture  of  Jericho  and 
the  birth  of  David  356  years ; and  between  the  birth  of 
Boaz  (even  if  Ilahab  bare  him  30  years  after  the  capture  of 
Jericho)  and  the  birth  of  David  326  years.  So  that  after 
all  he  must  allow  Boaz,  Obed,  and  Jesse  to  be  each  of  the 
age  of  1 15  years  at  the  birth  of  his  son  ; and  the  very  same 
improbability  which  he  could  not  think  of  accepting  from  the 
Book  of  Judges  and  St.  Paul  is  admitted  by  himself,  even 
in  the  very  act  of  setting  them  aside,  by  his  own  blundering 
inattention.  Even  as  stated  by  himself  the  result  would  be 
still  so  far  out  of  the  common  course  of  things  as  scarcely  to 
repay  the  temerity  used  to  obtain  it.  This  operation,  how- 
ever, is  Eusebius’s  main  peculiarity;  and  by  this  he  is  the 
father  of  all  the  rationalists,  and  of  all  the  varieties  of  what 
may  be  called  in  general  terms  the  short  chronology  below 
Abraham,  that  of  Usher  included,  which  is  still  generally  re- 
ceived in  England.  By  his  off-handed  presumption  in  this 
question  he  has  done  perhaps  more  to  confuse  and  perplex 
history  than  any  other  writer  who  can  be  named.  Still,  to 
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be  just,  one  must  confess  tliat  herein  he  is  better  than  his 
later  followers  and  imitators,  that  with  the  mischief  he  gives 
the  antidote,  placing  the  longer  and  truer  reckoning,  though 
with  some  inaccuracy,  side  by  side  with  his  own,  sometimes 
even  inconsistently  following  it,  and  even  in  defending  his 
own  theory  confessing  that  the  Book  of  Judges  and  St.  Paul 
make  450  years  of  Judges  to  Samuel  the  Prophet,  and  are 
adverse  both  to  himself  and  to  that  text  of  3 Kings  vi.  l,on 
which  he  insists.  This  being  so,  it  needs  no  great  wisdom 
to  reflect  that  St.  Paul,  having  been  one  of  the  most  learned 
of  the  school  of  the  Pharisees  in  the  first  century,  and 
writing  besides  as  an  inspired  Apostle,  is  a more  competent 
commentator  on  any  apparent  difficulty  or  discrepancy 
between  two  or  more  texts  of  the  Seriptures  than  later 
Jewish  Rabbis,  who  might  have  reasons  of  their  own  for  cur- 
tailing the  time  past,  or  than  late  and  certainly  uninspired 
Christian  critics.  Supposing  it  to  be  granted  that  the  number 
of  440  or  480  years  in  3 Kings  is  inconsistent  with  the  plain 
and  natural  sense  of  the  Book  of  Judges,  St.  Paul,  writing 
when  this  discrepancy  already  existed,  shows  that  the  earlier 
Book  of  Judges  and  not  that  single  text  of  the  later  Book 
of  Kings  i3  to  be  followed.  And  it  is  not  difficult,  with  a 
little  attention,  to  discover  the  true  origin  and  meaning  of  the 
erroneous  reckoning  of  480  years.  For  the  writer  or  glosser 
of  the  text  in  that  place  of  the  3rd  Book  of  Kings,  having 
before  his  mind  the  Book  of  Judges  only,  found  there  just 
390  years,  besides  o£  years  or  6 years  current  of  the  wars 
of  Joshua  ; and  to  these  years,  which  alone  were  expressly 
named,  he  added  84  more  of  the  first  three  Kings,  to  the  end 
of  the  4th  year  of  Solomon.  Hence  he  might  have  said  with 
accuracy  that  the  years  of  the  Judges  after  the  Exodus 
numbered  in  the  Book  of  Judges  being  396,  and  those  of 
the  Kings  to  the  end  of  the  4th  year  of  Solomon  being  84, 
there  were  of  Judges  and  Kings  in  all  480  years.  A 
parallel  instance  of  inaccuracy  in  reckoning  from  the  com- 
mencement of  the  Judges  as  if  from  the  Exodus,  though 
without  any  other  omissions  below,  is  afforded  by  S.  Thco- 
philus,  who  says  in  one  place  “ from  Tyrian  sources  ” that 
there  were  “ from  the  Exodus  to  the  building  of  the  Temple 
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566  years.”  (Ad  Autolyc.  iii.  22.)  And  after  dropping 
the  40  of  Moses,  the  25  of  Joshua,  and  the  10  of  the  Elders, 
there  remain  in  truth  390  + 40  + 20  + 32  + 40  + 40  + 4, 
amounting  exactly  to  566  years. 

But  when  once  a natural  origin  for  the  later  of  two  con- 
tradictory statements  or  calculations  is  discovered,  and  is 
felt  to  account  sufficiently  for  its  existence,  all  the  difficulty 
of  an  apparent  conflict  between  two  equally  authoritative 
testimonies  is  done  away,  even  though  it  be  not  added  that 
a third  equally  authoritative  text  has  been  written  afterwards 
by  an  inspired  commentator,  interpreting  or  correcting  that 
which  needed  interpretation  or  correction  in  the  older  con- 
flicting texts.  Whether  in  this  case  the  error  lies  in  a very 
ancient  corruption  of  the  text-  by  an  uninspired  gloss,  or  the 
text  was  even  from  the  first  as  it  now  stands,  — and,  if  so, 
how  an  incidental  human  error  could  be  permitted  to  find 
place  iu  an  inspired  book  so  as  to  need  the  subsequent 
explanation  and  correction  of  another  inspired  writer, — is  a 
question  which  need  not  here  be  examined.  It  is  enough 
that  St.  Paul,  being,  to  say  the  least,  a competent  critic,  and 
having  perfect  knowledge  both  of  the  apparent  number  of 
generations  between  Naasson  and  David,  and  also  of  the 
text  of  chapter  vi.  of  the  Third  Book  of  Kings,  reckons 
“ 450  years  of  the  Judges  ” between  Joshua  and  the  Elders 
( who  were  not  called  Judges')  and  “Samuel  the  Prophet , ” 
and  not  288  only  like  Eusebius.  And  when  once  these  450 
years  are  admitted,  Eusebius  himself  would  no  longer  oppose 
the  readmission  of  those  other  years  of  the  Elders  after 
Joshua,  and  of  Samuel’s  minority,  and  government,  which  lie 
suppresses  only  for  the  sake  of  obtaining  the  reduced  sum 
of  480  years  between  the  Exodus  and  the  foundation  of  the 
Temple,  and  which  he  himself  reckons,  however  incon- 
sistently, in  other  parts  of  his  writings  when  he  is  not  going 
upon  the  same  theory. 

This  most  important  peculiarity  of  Eusebius  having  been 
explained,  it  follows  to  mention  one  or  two  points  of  detail 
in  which  his  inconsistency  or  want  of  precision,  if  unnoticed, 
might,  lead  to  confusion.  Besides  the  remarkable  incon- 
sistency mentioned  above  of  professing  to  make  out  480 
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years  from  the  Exodus  to  the  Temple  and  making  out  only 
479,  he  in  like  manner,  after  promising  to  make  out  70  years 
between  the  11th  year  complete  of  Zedekiah  (where  he  im- 
properly begins  the  Captivity)  and  the  2nd  of  Darius 
Hystaspes,  meaning  no  doubt  originally  the  2nd  complete, 
ends  to  all  appearance  the  70  years  two  years  earlier,  the 
70th  being  given  to  the  Magi  who  intervened  between 
Cambyses  and  Darius.  The  source  of  this  iucoherency  will 
be  examined  below ; but  for  the  present  it  is  enough  to  state 
that  we  shall  deal  with  the  year  nominally  given  to  the 
Magi  as  if  it  were  the  first  year  of  Darius,  which  chrono- 
logically it  really  is.  And  so  the  Captivity  ending  for  Eu- 
sebius in  the  spring  of  the  year  following  will  end  really  for 
him,  though  not  apparently,  in  the  2nd  year  of  Darius ; and 
his  only  fault,  besides  that  of  misnaming  the  preceding  year, 
will  be  that  of  reckoning  to  the  beginning  instead  of  the 
end  of  the  year  in  the  course  of  which  the  rebuilding  of  the 
Temple  was  commenced.  An  1 this  can  scarcely  be  called  a 
fault,  seeing  that  the  idea  itself  in  respect  of  which  it  is  a 
sort  of  fault  or  failure,  viz.  that  of  ending  the  70  years  of 
Captivity  with  the  2nd  year  of  Darius,  is  itself  erroneous. 
It  may  here  be  observed,  that  Eusebius  on  more  occasions 
than  one  excludes,  instead  of  including,  the  year  within  the 
course  of  which  any  event  from  which  he  may  be  reckoning 
took  place,  as  if  he  were  ignorant  or  neglectful  of  that  rule 
by  which  the  reigns  and  years  of  kings  were  antedated  so  as 
to  include  any  odd  months  of  the  reign  preceding.  Thus,  if  the 
Egyptian  conquest  of  Cambyses  took  place  in  his  5th  Per- 
sian year,  the  whole  of  that  year,  including  as  it  did  some 
odd  months  of  Amasis  or  Psammenitus,  ought  to  be 
reckoned  to  his  Egyptian  reign.  But  Eusebius,  instead  of 
antedating  by  some  6 months  the  accession  of  Cambyses, 
fills  up  the  odd  months  left  by  Dyn.  XXVI  with  the  first 
six  months  of  the  actual  reign  of  Cambyses,  and  so  makes 
his  5th  Persian  year  to  be  the  42nd  (which  with  him  is  the 
last)  of  Amasis.  Again,  he  makes  Ochus  to  conquer  Egypt 
in  his  20th,  and  to  reign  over  it  6 years  exclusive  of  the 
year  assigned  for  the  conquest,  since  his  whole  reign  had  26 
years.  In  like  manner,  when  the  70  years  of  the  Captivity 
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began  in  the  11th  of  Zedekiah,  instead  of  making  this  to  be 
the  1st  year  of  the  70,  he  fills  it  up,  and  gives  it  sepa- 
rately as  a perfect  year  to  the  reign  of  Zedekiah. 

Again,  in  speaking  of  the  First  Olympiad,  he  is,  inten- 
tionally perhaps,  loose  and  ambiguous  in  his  expressions, 
though  it  is  not  necessary  to  charge  him,  as  Scaliger  has 
done,  with  falsifying  the  words  which  he  quotes  from 
Africanus,  and  substituting  the  name  of  Joatham  for  that  of 
Ahaz.  Africanus,  as  it  seems,  exhibited  the  last  three  years 
of  Joatham  and  the  first  year  of  Ahaz,  beginning  for  him 
from  Sept.  1,  in  B.C.  777,  776,  775,  and  774  respectively,  as 
parallel  with  the  four  years  of  the  first  Olympiad,  or,  in 
strictness,  as  including  the  beginnings  of  its  four  years. 

Hence  there  is  no  real  inconsistency  in  Africanus’s  speaking 
in  one  place  of  his  having  made  the  reign  of  “ Joatham,”  in 
another  of  his  having  made  that  of  “ Ahaz,”  to  coincide  with 
“ the  first  Olympiad.”  Eusebius,  who  had  not  like  Afri-  \ 

canus  10  years  too  many  for  the  kings  between  Solomon  and 
Hezekiah,  as  if  to  make  amends  gave  10  too  many  below  to 
Amon,  and  reckoned  5 other  unchronological  years  below  to 
the  kings  or  to  the  Captivity,  viz.  a 12th  year  to  Jehoiakim, 
and  32  years  instead  of  28,  being  4 too  many,  between  the 
end  of  the  tenth,  year  of  Zedekiah  and  the  Persian  accession 
of  Cyrus.  And  so  below  n.c.  777,  he  had  in  all  15  unchro- 
nological years,  being  fewer  by  17  than  those  of  Africanus; 
for  Africanus  had  below  the  same  point  32  unchronological 
years.  Consequently  Eusebius’s  Hebrew  year  to  begin 
from  Sept.  1 in  B.C.  777  was  the  49th  of  Uzziah,  distant  by 
(32  — 15  = ) 17  years  from  the  14th  of  Joatham  which  the 
32  unliistorical  years  of  Africanus  had  thrust  up  for  him  to 
the  same  date.  So  the  last  4 years  of  Uzziah,  beginning 
for  Eusebius  from  Sept.  1,  in  B.C.  777,  776,  775  and  774 
respectively,  as  they  stand  in  his  Canon,  were  really  those 
which  contained  the  commencements  of  the  4 Olympic  years 
beginning  in  July  b.c.  776,  775,  774  and  773  ; and  he 
paralleled  them  therefore  with  the  same  four  Olympic  years. 

Still,  as  lie  often  speaks  without  precision  where  beginnings 
and  endings  are  concerned,  he  is  not  absolutely  irreconcil- 
able with  himself  when  he  claims  to  agree  in  some  sense 
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with  Africanus  who  put  Olymp.  1 o',  that  is  part  of  Olymp. 
1 a,  under  Joatham,  “ inasmuch  as  he  too  had  made  Olymp. 
1 o'  to  coincide  in  part  with  or  run  into  the  reign  of  Joatham.” 
For  though  his  year  paralleled  in  the  Canon  with  Olymp.  1 
S'  as  containing  its  beginning  is  not  the  1st  of  Joatham  but 
the  52nd  of  Uzziah,  still,  as  the  Eusebian  year  covered  only 
the  first  2 months  of  the  Olympic  year  with  which  it  was 
paralleled,  and  the  10  remaining  months,  being  by  far  the 
greater  part  of  the  actual  Olympic  year,  belonged  to  the 
Eusebian  year  next  following,  he  might  allude  to  this  when 
he  said  that  he  also  had  made  the  first  Olympiad  to  run 
into  the  reign  of  Joatham.  He  says,  indeed,  also  that  he 
made  the  50th  of  Uzziah  to  coincide  with  the  1st  Olympiad, 
meaning  apparently  with  its  first  year;  and  if  only  this 
coincidence  were  exhibited  in  the  Canon,  there  would  be 
no  inconsistency  between  his  different  assertions  respecting 
Uzziah  and  Joatham,  any  more  than  between  those  of  Afri- 
canus respecting  Joatham  and  Ahaz.  But  the  50th  of 
Uzziah  could  not  be  thrust  up  so  as  to  begin  with  Sept.  1 in 
B.c.  777  without  the  insertion  of  an  additional  year  some- 
where below,  and  a corresponding  suppression  of  one  year 
somewhere  above.  And  as  the  Canon  stands  at  present  it  is 
only  the  second  year  of  Olymp.  1 with  which  the  fiftieth  of 
U zziah  can  be  paralleled,  though  it  actually  includes  the  last 
10  months  of  the  first.  So  the  coincidences  seemingly 
asserted  for  the  50th  year  of  Uzziah  and  for  the  1st  year  of 
Joatham  with  the  1st  and  4th  years  of  Olymp.  1 must  both 
alike  be  understood  of  the  remainder,  that  is,  of  the  last 
10  months  of  the  actual  not  of  the  Eusebian  Olympic  year. 

In  any  case  it  was  but  a vague  sort  of  agreement  with 
Africanus  to  which  he  could  pretend,  if  Africanus  had  made 
the  1st  year  of  Olymp.  1 to  coincide  with  the  14th,  the  last 
but  two,  of  Joatham,  while  he  himself  exhibited  the  4tli 
year  of  the  same  Olympiad  in  contact  with  the  1st  of  Joa- 
tham. It  was  much  like  that  agreement  which  Africanus 
had  claimed  with  Polemo,  since  Polemo  had  put  the  Exodus 
under  Apis,  while  Africanus  himself  had  put  it  in  the  last 
year  of  Phoroneus,  whereas  in  truth  there  was  still  a differ- 
ence between  them  of  nearly  the  whole  reign  of  Apis. 
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Lastly,  there  is  in  the  present  text  of  the  Egyptian 
column  of  the  Canon,  between  the  last  year  of  Dyn.  XXVI 
and  the  end  of  Dyn.  XXX  and  of  Dyn.  XXXI,  a compli- 
cation of  dislocations  and  corruptions,  caused  probably  in 
great  part  by  copyists,  who  did  not  understand  the  position 
given  by  Eusebius,  and  given  very  rightly,  to  the  6 years  of 
Dyn.  XXVIII  as  parallel  and  concurrent  to  the  last  Egyp- 
tian years  of  Darius  Nothus.  Whether  it  were  that  Euse- 
bius himself  had  not  made  those  6 years  of  Amy r tarns  to  end 
exactly  with  the  reign  of  Nothus,  but  a year  or  two  earlier 
(in  which  there  would  have  been  no  fault),  they  are  now 
made  to  begin  concurrently  with  his  13  th ; and  they  have 
drawn  up,  as  if  necessarily  cohering  to  them,  the  commence- 
ments of  Dynasties  XXIX  and  XXX,  all  the  years  of 
which  are  wanted  below  the  death  of  Nothus.  Indeed  all 
the  years  are  not  enough.  For  Eusebius  himself  had  below 
the  death  of  Nothus  3 years  really  belonging  to  Dyn. 
XXVII  still  to  account  for;  and  1 out  of  these  3 years 
was  unprovided  for  by  the  lists  of  Manctho  and  Africanus. 
The  reckoning  therefore  for  the  last  portion  of  the  Egyptian 
lists  in  that  epitome  of  the  Canon  which  shall  be  given 
below  will  be  corrected  and  restored  by  a comparison  of  the 
list  of  the  same  dynasties  in  Book  I.  with  St.  Jerome’s 
Latin  version  of  the  Canon,  which  gives  the  later  Egyptian 
reigns  with  much  less  corruption  and  curtailment  than  the 
Armenian  version.  The  sum  total  too  of  the  years  to  be 
exhibited  being  fixed  from  the  Old  Chronicle,  and  the  dates 
for  the  end  of  Dyn.  XXX  and  Dyn.  XXXI  being  also  fixed 
and  known,  there  is  less  difficulty.  And  thus  much  having 
been  premised,  we  may  now  proceed  to  exhibit  Eusebius’s 
scheme  of  sacred  and  profane  chronology  in  detail. 

lie  begins,  like  Africanus,  from  the  Creation,  and  from 
the  Autumn,  Sept.  1,  according  to  Idelcr,  though  Clinton 
supposes  him  to  follow  the  older  Syrian  reckoning  which 
began  the  fixed  year  from  Oct.  1 ; and  he  makes  2242  years 
to  the  end  of  the  year  of  the  Flood,  like  SS.  Thcophilus 
and  Hippolytus.  So  at  the  Flood  he  already  has  20  years 
fewer  than  Africanus.  And  whereas  by  that  text  of  the  LXX 
which  gives  to  Methuselah  188  or  187  years  to  the  birth 
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of  Lamech,  and  a survival  of  782  years,  making  in  all  969 
or  970  years  to  bis  death,  while  the  years  of  Lainech  to  the 
birth  of  Noah  arc  162,  and  the  years  of  Noah  to  the  Flood 
are  599  complete,  it  follows  that  Methuselah  outlives  the 
Flood  by  20  years,  other  copies  (of  which  the  Alexandrine 
MS.  is  one)  giving  to  Methuselah  167  years  only  to  the  birth 
of  Lamech,  and  802  of  survival,  caused  no  such  inconsis- 
tency. But  Eusebius,  instead  of  preferring  like  Africanus 
this  better  text,  adopted  indeed  the  reading  of  167  for  the 
first  division  of  the  life  of  Methuselah,  but  joined  with  it  a 
survival  of  only  782  years,  so  making  the  sum  of  years  to 
the  Flood  to  be  2242,  and  making  Methuselah  to  die,  as  he 
dies  also  according  to  Africanus,  6 years  before  the  Flood. 
But  this  contrivance,  with  whomsoever  it  originated,  besides 
that  it  is  a mere  contrivance,  involves  also  the  awkwardness 
of  contradicting  the  received  tradition  that  Methuselah  lived 
the  longest  life  of  all  the  Patriarchs ; for  it  makes  him  to 
live  only  949  instead  of  969  years,  while  Jared  lived  962 
years. 

After  his  first  2242  Eusebius  makes  942  years  complete 
to  Aug.  31,  the  end  of  his  a.m.  3184,  before  the  birth  of 
Abraham.  And  after  the  (2242  + 942  = ) 3184  years  com- 
plete, he  reckons  2015  years  of  Abraham  to  Aug.  31  in  B.C. 
1,  the  2015th  year  including  the  Nativity.  He  reckons  them 
thus:  First,  (75  + 430  = ) 505  years  to  the  Exodus,  which 
so  is  after  the  completion  of  his  a.m.  3689.  Then  40  years 
of  Moses ; and  27  years  reckoned  uniformly  to  Joshua,  so 
that  2 of  these  compensate  for  2 years  of  the  10  of  the 
Elders  after  Joshua,  as  if  he  had  omitted  only  8.  These 
bring  him  to  the  end  of  his  a.m.  3756,  A.  abr.  572.  Then, 
as  has  been  already  explained,  he  has  289  years  in  his  First 
Book,  but  in  his  Second  288  years  only,  for  the  Judges, 
ending  with  his  a.m.  4044,  a.  abr.  860,  since  he  suppresses 
without  compensation  91  years  out  of  the  111  of  the  Servi- 
tudes, or  101  if  one  adds  the  10  of  Elon.  He  drops  also  in 
his  Canon  the  23rd  year  of  Tola,  and  suppresses  the  20  years 
of  Samuel’s  minority,  and  all  the  32  during  which  he  judged 
alone,  making  a total  sum  of  162  years  suppressed.  Then 
he  gives  40  for  Eli,  20  for  Samuel  together  with  Saul,  and 
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20  more  for  Saul  alone,  40  of  David,  and  4 to  the  end  of  the 
4th  of  Solomon,  making  479  years  complete  from  Sept,  1 
preceding  the  Exodus,  the  commencement  of  his  a.m.  (2242 
+ 942  + 505  = ) 3690  to  Aug.  31,  the  end  of  his  a.m.  4168, 
a.  abr.  (505  + 479  = ) 984,  in  b.c.  1032,  a few  months 
after  the  foundation  of  the  Temple;  or  equally  making  479 
years  from  the  Exodus  itself  at  the  time  of  the  Passover,  in 
his  A.  abr.  506,  to  the  same  time  of  the  Passover  in  his 
a.  abr.  985  in  the  5th  of  Solomon.  From  the  end  of  his 
a.  abr.  984  he  makes  “ 36  years”  to  the  death  of  Solomon 
at  the  end  of  a.m.  2204,  a.  abr.  1020,  in  b.c.  996,  being 
(15  + 3 = )18  years  above  the  true  date;  and  406  [405]  full 
years  besides  of  kings  to  the  end  of  the  11th  of  Zedekiah 
after  the  burning  of  the  Temple,  which  is  to  the  end  of  his 
A.M.  4610,  A.  abr.  1425,  in  B.C.  591.  So  he  has  here  of 
kings  after  Solomon  4 over  the  401  years  of  Africanus  (for 
Africanus  too  gave  10  years  too  many  to  the  kings  after  Solo- 
mon), 12  over  the  393  made  by  Josephus  to  the  1st  year  of 
the  Captivity,  and  15  over  the  truth.  This  excess  is  caused 
by  his  giving  to  Amon  in  his  Canon  12  instead  of  2 years, 
and  to  Jehoiakim  12  instead  of  11  years,  besides  adding 
up  the  3 imperfect  years  of  Jclioshaphat,  Jehoram,  and 
Ahaz,  as  if  they  were  complete  and  distinct  from  the  first 
years  of  their  respective  successors,  and  lastly  reckoning  the 
11th  of  Zedekiah  as  a full  year  preceding  the  1st  year  of 
the  Captivity.  This  same  excess  of  15  years  on  the  kings 
reduces  the  sum  of  his  hitherto  uncompensated  suppressions 
above  between  the  Exodus  and  his  beginning  of  the  Capti- 
vity from  162  to  147  years.  And  the  end  of  the  lltli  year 
of  Zedekiah  appears  in  his  Canon  at  the  end  of  his  a.  abr. 
1425,  Aug.  31  in  B.C.  591,  instead  of  Aug.  31,  in  B.C.  587, 
that  is,  4 years  above  Aug.  31  in  B.C.  587,  which  would 
have  been  in  terms  of  his  reckoning  the  true  date.  It  is  in 
consequence  of  the  error  of  substituting  the  beginning  of  the 
2nd  or  the  end  of  the  1st  year  of  Darius  for  the  end  of  his 
4th,  as  the  end  of  the  Captivity,  and  in  order  to  suit  this 
error,  that  he  makes  the  interval  between  the  end  of  the 
1 1th  year  of  Zedekiah  and  the  Persian  accession  of  Cyrus  to 
consist  of  31  instead  of  27  years;  and  makes  52  years  from 
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the  end  of  the  11th  of  Zedckiah  Instead  of  49  from  the  end 
of  his  10th  to  the  capture  of  Babylon.  So  his  total  de- 
ficiency is  here  again  reduced,  and  now  for  the  last  time, 
from  147  to  143  years.  From  the  2nd  of  Darius,  or  rather 
from  the  end  of  his  first,  being  that  of  his  a.m.  4679,  A.  abr. 
1495,  ending  according  to  him  at  Aug.  31,  in  b.c.  (591  —70 
= ) 521,  he  makes  520  years  to  the  end  of  the  year  includ- 
ing the  Nativity,  viz.  to  Aug.  31,  in  b.c.  1 of  the  vulgar 
era,  thus:  first  191  years  more  of  the  Persians  to  the  end  of 
his  a.m.  4870,  a.  abr.  1686  (and  so,  with  the  30  of  Cyrus 
+ 8 of  Cambyses  + 1 of  Darius  preceding,  he  had  in  all  230 
years  of  Persians  like  Africanus);  then  302  of  Macedonians 
to  the  death  of  Cleopatra  (viz.  6 of  Alexander  + 150  to  the 
end  of  the  1st  year  of  Antiochus  Epiphanes  + 146  = 302), 
that  is,  to  the  end  of  a. M.  5172,  a.  abr.  1988,  Aug.  31  in  b.c. 
28,  with  27  more  to  Aug.  31,  following  the  Nativity,  viz. 
to  Aug.  31,  in  b.c.  1,  to  the  end  of  a. m.  5199  and  a.  abr. 
2015.  Thence  14  to  the  beginning  of  the  1st  of  Tibe- 
rius, to  Aug.  31  ending  his  a.m.  5213,  a.  abr.  2029,  in  a.  d. 
14 ; and  14  of  Tiberius  to  the  beginning  of  his  15th  year, 
that  is,  to  Aug.  31  ending  a.m.  5227  and  a.  abr.  2043; 
then  1 year  of  the  preaching  of  the  Baptist,  including  at  its 
end  seemingly  the  Baptism  of  Christ,  to  the  end  of  a.m.  5226 
and  a.  abr.  2044,  Aug.  31,  a.d.  29  ; then  3 years,  being  the 
16th,  17th,  and  18th  of  Tiberius,  of  Christ’s  teaching;  and 
in  the  4th,  the  19th  of  Tiberius,  that  is,  in  his  a.m.  5232, 
a.  abr.  2048,  in  a.d.  33,  he  put  the  Crucifixion  and  the  As- 
cension: thence  37£  years  to  the  burning  of  the  Temple  in 
the  2nd  year  of  Vespasian,  that  is,  to  the  end  of  his  a.m.  5269, 
a.  abr.  2085,  where  he  is  again  reckoning  only  to  the  end 
of  his  1st  year  of  Vespasian  exclusively  of  the  2nd,  but  still 
indicates  the  true  date,  viz.  the  autumn  of  a.d.  70.  That 
he  reckons  the  20th  of  Constantine  with  which  he  ends,  and 
■which  should  really  have  been  his  A.  M.  5524,  A.  abr.  2340, 
ending  Aug.  31,  in  a.  d.  325,  to  be  a.m.  5529,  a. abr.  2345, 
as  if  it  ended  in  a.d.  330,  is  chiefly  owing  to  this,  that  be- 
tween the  13th  of  Commodus,  which  both  he  and  St.  Jerome 
give  as  a.  abr.  2208,  and  the  1st  of  Probus,  which  he  gives 
a8A  . abb.  2295,  he  reckons  3 years  too  many.  St.  Jerome 
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rightly  omits  these,  and  gives  the  1st  of  Probus  as  A.  abr. 
2292.  And,  again,  Eusebius  by  giving  a 7th  year  to  Probus 
has  a fourtli  interpolated  year  which  is  also  rightly  omitted 
by  St.  Jerome;  and  the  1st  of  Caius,  which  is  for  Eusebius 

a.  abr.  2302,  is  for  him  2298.  The  20th  of  Constantine, 
however,  St.  Jerome  makes  to  be  a.  abr.  2342,  so  that  he 
ends  with  one  year  more  than  Eusebius,  apparently  indeed 
with  3 years  less,  but,  when  Eusebius’s  excess  of  4 years  is 
deducted,  with  one  year  more,  as  if  in  a.d.  327. 

In  that  part  of  his  Canon  which  is  before  Christ  it  is  to 
be  noticed  that  he  ends  the  1st  year  of  Darius  Ilystaspcs  at 
Aug.  31,  in  B.C.  521,  too  high  by  1 year  of  our  reckoning, 
since  it  really  ended  Jan.  1,  in  B.  c.  520.  But  for  the  4th 
of  Darius  his  numeration  of  the  year  B.C.  agrees  with  our 
own,  and  with  the  truth,  as  he  makes  it  to  end  Aug.  31  in 
B.c.  518,  and  it  really  did  end  on  Dec.  31  in  that  year.  So 
below  this  date  his  neglect  of  the  difference  between  Hebrew 
or  natural  and  Nabonassarian  years,  dowrn  to  the  introduc- 
tion of  the  fixed  Julian  year,  is  of  no  great  importance.  But 
above  it  must  be  taken  into  account  in  reducing  his  dates 
to  terms  of  the  anticipated  Julian  year  B.c.  And  instead  of 
Sept.  1 , B.  C.  521  +1  + 8 + 9 + 21  + 27  [ + 4],  that  is  Sept.  1 in 

b. c.  522,  530,  539,  560,  and  [587  or]  591,  for  the  accession 
of  Darius,  of  Cambyses,  of  Cyrus  and  Darius  jointly  at  Ba- 
bylon, and  of  Cyrus  in  Persia,  and  for  the  commencement 
of  the  year  following  the  11th  of  Zedekiah,  we  must  under- 
stand in  each  case  the  spring  of  the  next  year,  viz.  of  b.  c. 
521, 529,  538, 559,  and  [586  or]  590.  From  Aug.  31,  in  b.  c. 
591,  the  end  of  Eusebius’s  a.m.  4509,  a.  abr.  1415,  we  go 
back  (405  + 36  + 79  + 505  = ) 1425  years  to  Sept.  1,  in  B.c. 
2016,  to  the  beginning  of  his  a.m.  3185,  the  year  in  which 
he  put  the  birth  of  Abraham.  And  thence  again  942  and 
2242  years  to  Sept.  1 in  b.c.  2958,  the  beginning  of  the 
year  next  after  the  Flood,  a.  m.  2243,  and  to  the  epoch  of 
the  Creation,  Sept,  1 in  b.c.  5200.  But  in  Julian  dates  B.C., 
the  end  of  the  11th  of  Zedekiah  being  for  him  in  the  spring 
of  b.c.  590,  the  birth  of  Abraham  will  be  properly  in  the 
spring  of  B.c.  2015  ; and  the  interval  of  942  years  remaining 
between  the  actual  birth  of  Abraham  in  the  spring  of  b.  C. 
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2015  and  the  end  of  the  year  of  the  Flood,  which  is  fixed 
to  the  autumn  of  B.c.  (2016  + 942  = ) 2958,  being  942  years 
and  6 months,  is  certainly  too  great  by  2 years,  Arphaxad 
having  been  born  within  9 or  10  months  from  the  going  forth 
from  the  Ark,  and  Abraham  having  been  born  in  the  spring 
of  the  940th  year  from  the  birth  of  Arphaxad.  Eusebius’s 
excess  then  of  2 years  between  the  Flood  and  Abraham 
may  be  taken  to  compensate  for  2 of  the  20  years  by  which 
his  reckoning  falls  short  of  the  Egyptian,  and  short  of  the 
Alexandrian  MS.  of  the  LXX,  for  the  time  before  the  Flood. 

From  the  birth  of  Abraham  set  at  Sept.  1 in  B.c.  2016 
Eusebius  reckons  2020  years  to  the  death  of  Herod,  which 
he  puts  at  or  after  his  a.m.  5203,  which  should  be  in  the 
spring  of  a.d.  5,  the  2020  years  being  complete  at  Aug.  31 
following.  For  he  reckons  to  Herod’s  reign  37  years  as  if 
from  B.c.  33,  instead  of  from  B.C.  40.  It  will  have  been 
noticed  also  how  his  excess  of  2 years  in  giving  to  the  Mace- 
donians 302  seems  to  bring  the  death  of  Cleopatra  down 
from  the  autumn  of  B.C.  30  to  that  of  B.C.  28 : but  his 
thought  perhaps  was  not  so  much  of  her  death  as  of  the 
Roman  era  of  Augustus. 

Putting  the  birth  of  Christ  a year  later  than  Africanus,  in 
Dec.  B.c.  2 instead  of  B.c.  3,  and  giving  3£  years,  instead  of 
only  1£,  to  Christ’s  public  ministry  on  earth,  he  naturally 
puts  the  date  of  the  Crucifixion  and  Ascension  3 years  Liter 
than  Africanus,  viz.  in  a.d.  33,  his  a.  abr.  2049.  Had  he 
not  blundered  about  the  years  of  Herod,  he  might  have 
corrected  that  undue  compression  of  Christ’s  ministry  which 
with  others,  through  a misunderstanding  of  the  15th  year  of 
Tiberius  named  by  St.  Luke,  had  really  drawn  forward  the 
date  for  his  birth  not  by  carrying  forward,  as  he  now  has 
done,  the  Crucifixion,  but  by  putting  back  the  Nativity  to 
b.c.  5,  or  earlier,  so  that  the  ministry  of  Christ  should  begin 
in  A.D.  25  or  26  instead  of  a.d.  28  or  29. 

It  being  understood  then  that  Eusebius  reckons  5200 
years  from  the  Creation  to  Aug.  31  in  a.d.  1 of  the  vulgar 
era,  or  2016  from  Sept.  1 preceding  the  birth  of  Abraham 
to  the  same  point,  we  may  now  proceed  to  inquire  what 
view  he  takes  of  Egyptian  antiquity,  and  how  he  deals 
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with  those  lists  of  Manetho  or  Ptolemy  which  he  knew 
through  the  work  of  Africanus. 

He  observes  that,  even  after  the  suppression  of  all  those 
years  which  he  had  suppressed  in  the  scheme  of  Africanus, 
the  historical  traditions  of  none  of  the  heathen  empires  or 
nations  go  back  much  before  his  own  date  for  Abraham. 
Wherefore,  disallowing  and  cutting  off  whatever  seemed  in 
the  Egyptian  chronicles  to  rise  higher,  and  suppressing  in  the 
Assyrian  lists  (at  least  so  Syncellus  says)  four  kings  before 
Tcutamus  with  162  years,  he  arbitrarily  makes  the  first  year 
of  the  Egyptian  monarchy,  the  43rd  of  the  Assyrians,  and 
the  (52  + 22  =)  75th  of  Sicyon  to  coincide  with  his  own 
first  year  of  Abraham.  And  then,  as  if  no  close  accuracy 
in  details  were  possible,  but  it  was  enough  to  exhibit  a 
synchronistic  series  made  by  himself  as  something  like  what 
must  be  the  actual  truth,  ho  arranges  and  alters  his  ma- 
terials in  such  ways  and  to  such  extent  as  is  requisite. 

Having  made  between  the  end  of  the  year  preceding  the 
birth  of  Abraham,  his  a. m.  3184,  at  Aug.  31  in  B.C.  201 6,  and 
the  commencement  of  the  undisputed  empire  of  Alexander 
at  Babylon,  Sept.  1,  b.c.  330,  a sum  of  1686  years  which  he 
could  allow  for  the  Egyptian  dynasties  of  kings  (treating  the 
Egyptian  years  like  the  Nabonassarian  ns  if  identical  with 
Hebrew  or  Julian  years),  he  proceeded  to  deal  with  Egyp- 
tian antiquity  as  follows : — 

He  had  before  him  the  Manetho  of  Ptolemy  as  transcribed 
by  Africanus,  perhaps  in  two  separate  editions  (if  the  words 
used  in  one  place  by  Syncellus  “ Kara  tt/v  hevripav  skBocii1 
’A(f>piicavov  ” really  imply  that  there  were  two) ; but  he  cer- 
tainly had  not  any  copy  of  the  original  Manetho,  whom  he 
is  glad  to  quote  at  second  hand  from  Josephus.  Finding  in 
the  work  of  Africanus  xxxi  Egyptian  dynasties  of  kings 
with  a sum  apparently  of  (3555  + 1919  4- 13  = ) 5487  years, 
vastly  exceeding  the  1686  which  he  was  prepared  to  allow,  he 
noticed  at  the  same  time  in  the  same  work  an  account  of 
the  Old  Chronicle  copied  like  the  Three  Books  of  Manetho 
from  Ptolemy  of  Mendes  by  Africanus.  And  this  Chronicle, 
which  was  spoken  of  as  older  than  Manetho  and  as  the  source 
which  he  had  followed,  and  from  which  he  had  varied,  made 
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for  the  whole  period  of  the  Egyptian  monarchy  from  Menes 
to  Nectanebo  only  xv  dynasties  of  kings  instead  of  xxx, 
with  1881  only  instead  of  5461  years,  and  an  allusion  to 
about  15  years  more  answering  to  the  13  of  Africanus’s  Dyn. 
XXXI.  Here  then  was  a sum  exceeding  his  own  reckoning 
from  the  birth  of  Abraham  to  Alexander  the  Great  by  no 
more  than  (1896  — 1686  = ) 210  years.  Besides  this,  the 
chronological  series  exhibited  in  Dynasties  XVIII  to  XXX 
of  the  Chronicle,  and  many  of  the  dynasties  themselves, 
were  clearly  identical  or  parallel  with  Dynasties  XVIII 
to  XXX  of  Africanus,  while  Dyn.  XXVII  of  the  Chronicle 
had  no  local  designation  nor  number  of  kings,  nor  any  chro- 
nological place,  where  it  stood,  for  the  184  years  required 
for  it  by  the  sum  total ; and  it  was  omitted,  as  it  might 
seem,  by  Manetho,  or  represented  only  by  his  short  Dynasty 
XXVIII  with  6 years,  and  those  plainly  concurrent  with  as 
many  of  the  years  of  the  Persians.  It  was  natural  then  for 
Eusebius  to  think  that  he  also  might  suppress  the  same 
dynasty;  and  then  the  series  of  the  Chronicle,  being  reduced 
to(1896  — 184  = ) 1712  years,  would  exceed  his  own  limits  by 
only  26  years.  He  decided  therefore  to  admit  xv  or  xvi 
dynasties  of  kings,  numbered  from  XVI  to  XXXI,  to 
cover  the  interval  between  Menes  and  Abraham  and  Alex- 
ander, and  to  take  for  his  chronological  materials  the  sums 
of  years  given  by  the  Chronicle  for  each  dynasty,  only  sub- 
stituting for  the  184  chronological  years  of  its  anonymous 
Dyn.  XXVII  the  6 merely  concurrent  years  of  Manetho’s 
Dyn.  XXVIII,  and  suppressing  26  other  years  of  the  Chro- 
nicle wherever  this  might  be  done  most  conveniently. 

The  Chronicle  having  no  names  of  kings,  nor  separate 
years  for  each  of  the  generations  or  reigns  of  its  dynasties, 
Eusebius  took  the  lists  of  the  Manetho  of  Africanus  as 
materials  with  which  to  furnish  out  or  people  the  blank  dy- 
nasties of  the  Chronicle  as  adjusted  to  his  own  scheme.  And 
in  doing  this  he  did  not  even  think  it  necessary  to  consider 
whether  the  Manethonian  dynasty  from  which  he  took 
names  and  years  for  any  particular  dynasty  of  the  Chronicle 
were  really  one  with  it  historically.  Thus,  though  it  was 
manifest  that  Dyn.  I of  Africanus  with  Menes  at  its  head 
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and  seven  other  Tanites  or  Thinites  after  him  was  really 
identical  with  Dyn.  XVI  of  the  Chronicle  with  its  via 
Tanitc  generations,  and  these  two  dynasties  had  been  iden- 
tified by  Eratosthenes,  Eusebius  thought  it  simplest  to  lop 
off  by  one  stroke  as  fabulous  and  parallel  only  to  the  Gods 
and  Demigods  of  the  Chronicle  the  first  fifteen  dynasties  of 
Africanus,  Menes  and  all,  and  to  commence  his  own  his- 
torical series  with  that  dynasty,  whatever  it  might  be,  which 
chanced  to  stand  as  XVI  with  Africanus,  making  its  number 
of  kings  and  of  years  to  square  with  those  of  Dyn.  XVI  of 
the  Chronicle.  And  this  no  doubt  he  would  have  done,  had 
it  not  happened  that  in  the  lists  of  Africanus  the  kings  of 
Dyn.  XVI  were  described  as  “ other  Shepherds.”  And  it 
would  have  been  rather  too  strong  to  make  the  Egyptian  mon- 
archy to  begin  with  “ another  dynasty  ” which  proclaimed 
of  itself  that  it  was  not  the  first;  or  to  make  it  begin 
with  any  dynasty  of  those  “Shepherds”  who  were  always 
described  as  strangers.  Their  numbers  or  their  years  (for 
there  were  xxxii  kings  with  518  years)  would  have  caused 
no  difficulty.  He  therefore  passed  on  to  the  next  dynasty, 
and,  as  that  was  not  quite  so  intractable,  he  operated  upon 
it  without  ceremony.  This  too  was  a dynasty  of  “ more 
Shepherds,”  xliii  in  number;  but  they  had  just  the  same 
number  of  xliii  Diospolites  associated  with  them,  and  a sum 
of  only  1 5 1 years,  which  suited  ill  for  so  great  a number  of 
kings.  Eusebius  therefore  suppressed  the  Shepherds,  and 
retained  the  Diospolites,  only  cutting  down  their  number 
from  xliii  probably  to  viii,  the  number  of  Tanites  in  Dyn. 
XVI  of  the  Chronicle,  though  the  text  now  has  v,  and  the 
viii  are  reduced  to  v in  the  list  of  Eratosthenes.  And  the 
151  years  he  filled  up  to  190,  the  number  of  the  Chro- 
nicle for  its  Dyn.  XVI.  So  that  after  these  changes  he  had 
exhibited  perfectly  Dyn.  XVI  of  the  Chronicle,  except  that 
its  Tanites  had  become  Diospolites,  a change  countenanced 
somewhat  by  the  fact  that  they  were  Thinites  in  Dyn.  I of 
the  list  of  Africanus,  and  Thebans  in  the  list  of  Erato- 
sthenes. That  Dyn.  XVII  of  Africanus  happened  to  be 
anonymous  suited  well  enough,  as  it  would  have  been 
awkward  to  begin  the  monarchy  with  any  other  name  than 
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Menes.  And,  so  long  as  it  was  anonymous,  it  was  in  a 
manner  vacant;  and  Menes  and  his  seven  successors,  though 
put  up  at  the  head  of  the  fifteen  dynasties  disallowed  as 
fabulous,  were  free  to  come  down  and  occupy  it  if  they 
turned  out  to  be  historical  kings. 

After  this  beginning  it  was  time  to  introduce  the  Shep- 
herds, who  could  neither  be  omitted,  nor  placed  below  Dyn. 
XVIII.  So  he  brought  down,  to  stand  as  his  Dyn.  XVII 
and  to  be  identified  with  Dyn.  XVII  of  the  Chronicle,  the 
Shepherds  named  in  Dyn.  XV  of  Africanus.  And,  as  Dyn. 
XVII  of  the  Chronicle  had  iv  Memphite  generations  and 
103  years,  he  cut  down  the  vi  Shepherds  to  iv,  and  their 
284  years  (which  even  in  Josephus  were  260)  to  103.  The 
name  of  Apopliis , under  whom  he  learned  from  Africanus 
that  Joseph  came  into  Egypt,  stood  conveniently  for  him 
last  in  Dyn.  XV  of  Africanus,  and  needed  no  transposition, 
which  would  not  have  been  the  case  had  he  followed  the 
original  Manetho  of  Josephus.  The  difference  of  designa- 
tion still  remaining  between  his  own  Shepherds  and  tho 
“ Memphites  ” of  the  Chronicle  was  again  a matter  of  no  im- 
portance. Chronologically  Dyn.  XVII  of  the  Chronicle 
was  now  exhibited;  and  he  was  at  the  (190  + 103  = ) 293rd 
year  from  the  birth  of  Abraham,  the  133rd  of  Jacob.  But 
lie  could  scarcely  think  that  he  had  satisfactorily  exhibited 
that  synchronism  of  Joseph  with  the  Shepherd  king  Apophis 
for  which,  as  Syncellus  says,  there  was  a sort  of  consensus 
among  the  earlier  writers.  For,  as  his  lists  are  arranged, 
though  Joseph  certainly  is  raised  to  power  under  Apophis, 
and  Jacob  comes  into  Egypt  under  the  same  king,  the 
coming  of  Jacob  is  only  three  years  before  the  king’s  death: 
and  a new  king,  who  had  not  known  Joseph,  that  is,  tho 
new  Dynasty  XVIII  consisting  of  Amosis  and  his  suc- 
cessors, is  then  made  to  supplant  the  dynasty  of  the  Shep- 
herds ; after  which  Joseph  remains  in  power,  as  before,  and 
flourishes  under  the  semi-Nubian  or  Diospolite  kings  who 
had  not  known  him,  and  who,  to  carry  this  absurdity  to 
its  climax,  overthrow  and  expel  his  first  friends,  to  whom 
the  revelation  had  been  made,  in  the  sixth  pear  of  the  famine. 
Moreover,  instead  of  the  notice  attached  to  the  first  Shcp- 
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herd  king.  Suites,  in  the  lists  of  Africanus,  that  these  kings 
“ were  strangers,  who  took  Memphis,  and  built  themselves  a 
city  of  their  own  in  the  Sethroitic  Nome,”  — all  which 
Eusebius  transcribes  in  his  collection  of  materials  in  his 
First  Book,  together  with  Africanus’s  own  note  that  “under 
these  kings  Joseph  is  shown  to  have  ruled  Egypt,”  — he  in 
his  Second  Book  or  Canon  substitutes  as  a marginal  note  to 
the  name  of  the  first  king  the  astonishing  information  that 
“ at  this  time  Apis  coming  from  Argos  founded  Memphis.” 
Thus  he  makes  a sort  of  connection  between  this  dynasty 
and  Memphis,  hinting  that,  even  if  it  were  not  identical  in 
its  kings,  it  was  at  least  a perfect  contemporary  parallel  to 
the  Memphite  Dyn.  XVII  of  the  Chronicle. 

If  Eusebius  had  only  honestly  transcribed  into  his  First 
Book  those  materials  which  he  meant  to  use,  for  example 
the  blank  dynasties  of  the  Old  Chronicle  and  the  Manetho- 
nian  lists  of  Africanus  divided  into  reigns  with  names,  and 
then  afterwards  in  his  Second  Book  had  made  whatever 
alterations  or  amalgamations  he  thought  proper,  a comparison 
of  the  two  would  have  shewn  the  extent  of  his  liberties,  and 
there  would  at  least  have  been  no  appearance  of  dishonesty. 
But  now  he  has  transcribed  into  his  First  Book  as  materials 
all  the  xxxi  dynasties  of  Africanus,  yet  not  all  alike,  nor 
upon  one  uniform  plan.  But  those  xv  earlier  dynasties 
which  he  meant  to  disallow  as  fabulouB  and  antehistorical, 
and  which  therefore  were  to  find  no  place  in  his  Canon,  he 
transcribes,  lazily  indeed  and  with  frequent  omissions  of 
names,  yet  with  no  very  extensive  nor  manifestly  systematic 
alterations.  Only  here  and  there  he  lops  off  some  years,  so 
that  the  sum  total  of  the  years  of  these  xv  dynasties  may 
not  rise  much,  if  at  all,  above  his  own  era  of  the  Creation. 
But  those  xvi  later  dynasties  which  he  meant  to  exhibit 
again  in  his  Canon  are  given  in  his  First  Booh  nearly  in  the 
state  in  which  he  intends  them  to  reappear  in  the  Second,  as 
if  he  had  found  them  ready  suited  to  his  wishes  and  needing 
scarcely  any  alteration ; whereas  in  truth  they  are  already 
as  they  stand  in  the  First  Book  so  greatly  altered  by  himself 
as  to  be  in  a manner  his  own  compilation.  And  hcucc  it 
was  that  Syncellus,  seeing  the  very  great  differences  existing 
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between  the  dynasties  of  Afrieanus  and  those  of  Eusebius, 
imagined  that  they  must  have  copied  from  two  different 
editions  of  Manctho.  With  these  remarks,  omitting  for  the 
present  to  speak  of  those  XV  earlier  dynasties  which  he 
gives  in  his  First  Book  from  Afrieanus  with  comparatively 
little  alteration,  we  shall  continue  and  finish  first  the  exa- 
mination of  those  xvi  later  dynasties  which  make  the  Egyp- 
tian series  in  his  Canon. 

For  Dyn.  XVIII  it  would  be  a matter  of  course  that  he 
should  have  348  years  (since  this  is  the  number  of  the 
Chronicle),  unless  indeed  he  began  already  to  suppress  some 
of  those  26  years  which  he  had  to  suppress.  But  the  sum 
given  for  the  dynasty  in  all  the  texts  of  his  lists  taken  from 
his  First  Book,  and  also  that  made  out  in  his  Canon,  being 
348  years,  shows  that  such  was  not  the  case.  The  heading 
of  the  dynasty  in  his  First  Book  names  for  it  “xivDiospo- 
lite  kings”  matching  the  “xiv  Memphites”  of  Dyn.  XVIII 
of  the  Chronicle.  And  below  xiv  names  only  of  the  xvii 
names  of  Manetho  are  exhibited  in  detail,  the  queen  Amesses 
and  two  kings,  Rathos  and  Rameses  being  suppressed,  and 
their  years  consolidated.  At  the  same  time  it  is  remark- 
able that  this  number  of  xiv  kings  is  not  adhered  to  in  the 
Canon ; for  in  it  there  are  xvi  kings,  the  number  of  348  years, 
however,  being  preserved.  In  order  to  understand  these  va- 
riations it  is  to  be  considered,  first,  that  the  lists  of  Ptolemy 
(see  p.  445),  such  as  Eusebius  found  them  in  the  genuine  text 
of  Afrieanus  (for  in  the  copy  of  Syncellus  there  were  one  or 
two  variants,  and  the  years  of  two  long  reigns  had  fallen  out), 
offered  him  of  themselves  (25+  13  + 21+22+13  + 26  + 9 + 
31  + 36  + 32  + 6 + 12  + 12+4  + 1+66+19=)  348  years,  so 
that  there  was  no  need  of  altering  any  thing  to  obtain  this 
sum.  All  that  he  had  to  do  was  to  count  off'  212  years  from 
the  head  of  the  dynasty  to  find  the  place  of  the  Exodus. 
And  this  would  then  seem  to  be  after  the  16th  year  of  the 
l()th  reign,  viz.  that  of  Achencheres  I.  the  successor  of 
llorus.  1 or  25  + 13  + 21  + 22  + 13  + 26  + 9 + 31  + 36  with 
16  more  make212  years.  And  accordingly  we  find  in  all  the 
copies  of  Eusebius’s  lists  os  extracted  from  his  First  Book  a 
note  attached  to  the  name  of  Achencheres  the  successor  of 
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Ilorus  in  these  words  “ Kara  toO top  Mtovarjs  rf/r  if  Aiyirmov 
iropeias  tow  Tot/SatW  r/y^aaro’  (In  his  time  Moses  led  the 
Jews  out  of  Egypt  ”),  though  the  reigns  as  they  now  stand 
do  not  by  any  means  make  out  the  sum  of  212  years  for  this 
Achenclieres  either  in  the  copy  transcribed  by  Syncellus  or 
in  the  old  Armenian  version.  Since,  however,in  these  lists  the 
reign  of  Achcncheres  is  cut  down  from  32  to  16  years,  so  that, 
if  the  lists  of  Ptolemy  had  been  preserved  above  unaltered, 
its  end  would  coincide  exactly  with  Eusebius’s  date  for  the 
Exodus,  it  is  plain  that  either  the  other  variations  existing 
above  in  the  present  text  are  of  later  date,  or  the  note  of  the 
synchronism  of  the  Exodus  has  been  attached  to  an  earlier 
Achcncheres  instead  of  a later  by  some  accidental  fault  of 
transcribers.  This  may  well  seem  probable  at  first  sight, 
and  if  one  considers  only  that  Manetho  and  Ptolemy  have 
this  same  name  Achencheres  three  times,  and  Eusebius  four 
times  over,  and  all  in  the  same  part  of  the  dynasty.  Still  it 
is  much  more  probable  that  the  note  of  the  synchronism  was 
really  attached  by  Eusebius  in  the  Jirst  instance  to  the  name 
of  the  first  Achcncheres  against  which  it  still  stands  in  his 
Book  I. ; and  that  his  second  operation  was  to  cut  down  the 
reign  from  32  to  16  years,  the  number  with  which  it  now  ap- 
pears both  in  Syncellus’s  text  and  in  the  Armenian  version. 
At  this  stage  then  of  his  processes  the  earlier  reigns  of  the 
dynasty  stood  thus  : 25  + 13  + 21  + 22  of  Amesses  + 13  + 26 
+ 9 + 31  + 36  + 16  of  Achencheres  I.,  making  212.  And  so 
it  would  seem  that  Achencheres  I.  was  drowned  in  the  Red 
Sea.  Eusebius  then  in  continuing  to  the  end  of  the  dynasty 
had  of  course  to  reinsert  somewhere  those  1 6 years  which  he 
had  cut  off  from  Achencheres  I. ; and,  further,  he  had  to 
bestow  somewhere  the  years  of  two  kings  (viz.  the  6 years 
of  Bathos  and  the  single  year  of  Rameses  I.)  whom  he  sup- 
pressed in  order  to  obtain  for  the  dynasty  the  same  number 
of  xiv  kings  with  the  Chronicle.  The  queen  Amesses  above 
needed  not  to  be  noticed  in  this  proceeding,  although 
she  might  seem  to  make  a fifteenth  reign,  since  in  the  lists 
of  Manetho  also  and  of  Ptolemy,  which  reckoned  only  xvi 
kings,  she  seemed  to  make  a seventeenth  reign.  Eusebius 
then,  we  may  suppose,  made  the  later  reigns  of  the  dynasty. 
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after  Achencliercs  I.,  to  be  only  five,  and  he  divided  their 
years  thus,  8 + 15  + 5 + 68  + 40  in  all  136,  as  they  still 
stand  in  the  text  of  Syncellus  and  in  the  Armenian  version. 
And  thus  with  these  136  and  the  212  preceding  he  exhibited 
both  the  “ xiv  Memphites”  and  the  “ 348  years  ” of  Dyn. 
XVIII  of  the  Chronicle,  and  drowned  the  Pharaoh  of  the 
Exodus  in  the  lied  Sea. 

But  after  these  arrangements  had  been  completed  in  his 
First  Book,  before  he  came  to  the  actual  composition  of  his 
Canon,  Eusebius  either  observed  or  remembered  that  the 
original  Manetho,  in  that  list  of  this  same  dynasty  which  he 
has  himself  elsewhere  quoted  from  Josephus,  had  added 
some  notices  not  repeated  by  Ptolemy  and  Africanus.  And 
from  these  notices  it  appeared  that  the  first  Achencheres  was 
not  a man  but  a woman,  daughter  of  Horus,  and  sister  of 
liathotis,  who  succeeded  her,  and  in  whose  name  probably 
she  had  reigned  during  his  minority.  So  all  the  preceding 
contrivances  were  rendered  useless ; and  some  fresh  arrange- 
ment was  to  be  devised  for  the  Canon.  It  would  have  been 
well  too  to  cancel  all  that  had  been  done  in  Book  I.,  and 
especially  the  note  attached  to  the  queen  Achencheres  to  the 
effect  that  “ he  ” had  been  drowned  in  the  Red  Sea.  Tins, 
from  whatever  cause,  was  not  done.  But  it  is  a common  (hing 
in  these  old  writers  to  find  any  error  or  miscalculation  once 
admitted  retained  as  if  it  had  been  printed  off,  or  as  if  they 
had  been  engraving  all  that  they  wrote  on  stone  or  metal, 
instead  of  writing  on  paper,  parchment,  or  vellum.  And  so  in 
Book  I.  Achencheres  I.,  though  discovered  afterwards  to  be 
a woman,  still  retains  the  note  describing  him  as  the  king  of 
the  Exodus  ; and  that  too  with  omissions  made  by  copyists 
in  the  reigns  above  which  disconnect  her  from  it  altogether, 
and  which  really  are  borrowed  from  those  later  changes 
which  were  made  by  Eusebius  himself  for  the  Canon,  and 
which  are  now  to  be  described  : 

In  casting  about  for  the  best  way  to  meet  his  new  diffi- 
culty, and  now  with  the  list  of  the  original  Manetho  as 
copied  by  Josephus  before  him  (see  above,  at  page  111), 
Eusebius  observed  that  in  this  list  the  reigns  of  the  queen 
Achencheres  and  her  brother  and  successor  Rat  hods,  whom  he 


Digitized  by  Google 


778 


EGYPTIAN  CHRONICLES. 


writes  “ Athor is,"  having  12  years  with  1 month  and  9 years 
respectively,  had  together  the  same  length  within  8 months 
as  the  single  reign  of  the  queen  Amesses  which  stood  above 
with  21  years  and  9 months  as  the  fourth  of  the  dynasty. 
Indeed  according  to  a variant  of  Theophilus  the  length  was 
precisely  the  same  in  both  cases,  viz.  21  years  and  1 month. 
It  seemed  therefore  that  if  he  were  to  reinsert  Rathotis 
(whom  for  another  reason  he  had  suppressed  in  his  Book  I.) 
and  also  his  sister  Achencheres  (though  this  was  really  to  re- 
duplicate her)  from  the  lists  of  Josephus  and  the  original 
Manetlio,  giving  them  the  same  reigns  as  in  that  list,  and 
were  at  the  same  time  to  suppress  above  the  reign  of  the 
queen  Amesses  which  had  the  same  number  of  years  (giving 
her  excess  of  8 months  to  one  of  the  adjacent  reigns),  his 
own  Achencheres  I.,  being  thus  put  down,  would  appear  as 
Achencheres  II. ; and  the  reign  of  16  years  pre-arranged  in 
Book  I.,  would  still  suit  for  its  purpose.  And  having  thus 
become  a king  instead  of  a queen  he  could  be  named  as 
such,  and  it  could  be  said  that  he  was  drowned  in  the  lied 
Sea  without  any  absurdity.  This  then  was  what  Eusebius 
did ; and  in  the  Canon  the  reigns  of  the  dynasty  stand  thus  : 
25  +(13  + 1)  +21+  (13  + 1)  + 26 + 9 + (3 1 + 1)  + (36  + 2) 
+ 1 2 of  Achencheres  I.  of  Josephus  + 9 of  her  brother  Ra- 
thotis or  Athoris  also  from  Josephus  +16  of  Achencheres  I.  of 
his  own  Rook  I.  now  become  Achencheres  II, ; and  the 
sum  of  years  at  this  point  is  212.  Then  he  continues  with 
his  own  list  as  already  altered  in  his  Book  I.  from  that  of 
Africanus  and  Ptolemy,  giving  8 years  to  the  Achencheres 
II.  of  Manetho,  Ptolemy,  Africanus,  and  his  own  Book  I. 
now  become  Achencheres  III.;  then  15  to  Achencheres  111. 
now  become  Achencheres  1 V. ; then  5 to  Armais,  the  single 
year  of  Rameses  I.,  whose  name  is  Btill  suppressed  (though 
the  object  for  which  it  was  suppressed  has  now  been  given 
up),  being  consolidated  with  the  4 properly  belonging  to 
Armais ; then  68  instead  of  66  to  Rameses  II. ; and,  lastly, 
40  instead  of  19  to  Amenophis.  So  the  212  and  the  136,  as 
before,  make  348  years,  but  now  with'  xvi  kings  or  reigns, 
answering  neither  to  the  xiv  of  the  Chronicle  nor,  in  the 
names,  to  the  xvi  or  xvii  of  Manetho  and  Ptolemy ; since 


Digitized  by  Google 


EUSEBIUS  PAMPHILI. 


779 


Auiesses  and  Ramesse9  I.  are  both  omitted;  and  Eusebius’s 
Achencheres  II.  whose  reign,  sex,  and  person  ave  all  ab- 
solutely fictitious,  is  a mere  reduplication  of  his  Achencheres 
I.  (and  therefore,  by  the  way,  in  truth  a woman  as  much 
as  ever)  created  only  to  suit  his  own  synchronism  of  the 
Exodus. 

It  was  natural  that  the  discrepancy  existing  between 
Book  I.  and  the  Canon  of  Eusebius  should  cause  variants  to 
creep  into  both  texts,  especially  into  that  of  the  former.  So 
it  is  no  matter  of  surprise  to  find  one  of  the  two  MSS.  of 
Syncellus  (Coil.  A.)  inserting  in  Dyn.  XVII I Athoris  ( Ra - 
t/iotis)  with  9 and  Achencheres  with  12  years,  which  would 
suit  well  enough  (the  reign  of  Amesses  being  absent,  as  it 
is,  above)  for  making  out  the  sum  of  348  years  given  for  the 
dynasty.  But  unluckily  the  same  MS.  places  these  two 
reigns  after  instead  of  before  the  16  years  of  that  Achen- 
cheres I.  to  whom  it  attaches  the  Exodus;  and  it  also  retains 
in  the  heading  the  number  of  “ xiv  kings  ” as  that  of  the 
dynasty.  In  the  Armenian  version  of  Eusebius,  as  well  as 
in  the  other  MS.  of  Syncellus  (Cod.  B.),  these  two  kings  and 
the  queen  Amesses  being  all  absent,  the  actual  sum  is  short 
of  the  sum  given  by  21  years.  The  number  of  xiv  kings 
being  uniformly  given  in  all  these  texts,  and  the  names  of 
Athoris  (i.  e.  Rathotis)  and  Achencheres  supplied  by  Cod. 
A.  of  Syncellus  being  in  it  misplaced,  while  the  suppression 
of  Raineses  I.  is  uniformly  retained,  these  three  facts  show 
sufficiently  that  the  reign  really  wanting  in  the  texts  of 
Book  I.  is  that  of  the  queen  Amesses  with  her  21  years. 
This  being  restored,  and  also  10  years  of  the  38  of  Ilorus 
which  have  fallen  out  in  the  Armenian  version,  the  dynasty 
will  exhibit  the  sum  required  of  (3 17  + 10  + 21  = ) 348  years. 
And  in  like  manner  in  the  text  of  Syncellus  the  erroneous 
reading  of  36  for  Horus  must  be  rejected,  and  38,  which  is 
given  as  a variant,  and  which  is  the  true  reading,  must  be 
substituted.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  the  variant  12  given 
by  Cod.  A.  of  Syncellus,  instead  of  16,  to  the  Achencheres 
of  the  Exodus  (and  derived  from  the  lists  of  Africanus)  is 
by  no  means  to  be  admitted,  its  effect  being  only  to  compli- 
cate the  confusion  introduced  by  the  reinsertion  and  mis- 
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placement  of  Rathotis  and  another  Achencheres  in  the  same 
MS.  below.  So  that  MS.  has  three  reigns,  viz.  that  of 
Achencheres  I.  with  12,  of  Rdthotis  with  9,  and  of  Achen- 
cheres II.  with  12  years,  and  the  Exodus  attached  to  the 
first  instead  of  the  second  Achencheres,  and  12  years  only  to 
the  second  Achencheres  instead  of  16.  And  with  these  sums, 
even  if  the  Exodus  had  been  joined  with  the  second  Achen- 
cheres, the  reign  would  come  to  an  end  4 years  too  early. 
But  if  the  reign  of  the  Jirst  Achencheres  were  cut  down,  as 
it  is,  to  its  original  sum  of  12  years,  that  of  the  second  of 
Cod.  A.  ought  to  have  been  increased  from  12  to  16;  and 
the  notice  of  the  Exodus  should  have  been  put  down  and 
attached  to  it.  And  then  (but  for  the  number  of  xiv  kings 
in  the  heading)  the  dynasty  of  Book  I.  would  have  been 
brought  into  agreement  with  that  of  the  Canon. 

Against  the  name  Armais  he  has  both  in  his  First  Book 
and  in  his  Canon  a note  identifying  him  with  Danaus;  and  as 
his  5 years  should  end  with  the  (505  + 8+15  + 5 = ) 533rd  of 
Abraham,  28  years  after  the  Exodus,  his  flight  to  Argos  is 
here  put  by  Eusebius  at  Sept.  1,  B.C.  1483,  300  years 
above  Eratosthenes’s  date  for  Troy,  and  374  below  Eusebius’s 
own  date  for  the  foundation  of  Argos,  after  a.  abr.  159 
ending  Aug.  31  in  B.C.  1857.  And  here,  by  good  luck  only 
perhaps,  he  has  marked  the  right  place,  and  perhaps  the  his- 
torical name  also,  to  which  Manetho  alluded  in  that  com- 
pound myth  of  Sethos-Rameses-iEgyptua  and  his  brother 
Armais-Danaus  which  he  ostensibly  puts  at  the  head  of  his 
Dyn.  XIX.  By  a similar  good  fortune  it  was  that,  while 
in  the  very  act  of  making  the  most  arbitrary  and  groundless 
changes  in  the  Shepherd  Dynasty,  he  nevertheless  put  it  into 
its  true  chronological  place,  so  as  to  stand  as  Dyn.  XVII, 
preceding  Dyn.  XVIII,  as  it  had  stood  with  the  original 
Manetho.  But  as  regards  his  Hebrew  chronology  he  has  no 
luck  ; for  the  68  years  of  his  Rameses  II.,  Miammous,  the 
Egyptian  conqueror,  would  seem  to  cover  the  last  12  years  of 
Moses,  the  27  of  Joshua,  and  29  of  the  40  of  Othniel.  So 
Joshua  would  conquer  Canaan  while  both  it  and  all  Syria 
were  either  subject  to  the  Egyptian  Sesostris  or  still  the 
theatre  of  his  wars  with  the  Khita  (Hittites).  And  the 
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servitude  under  “ Chousan-Athin  ” (XovaapdBwv)  king  of  the 
Arabian  “ Shasou  ” and  of  the  Mesopotamians,  who  was  also 
the  sun-worshipping  conqueror  of  Egypt,  is  made  to  lie 
between  the  39th  and  the  47th  years  of  Raineses  the  Great, 
the  conqueror  of  Asia  and  Africa. 

Dyn.  XVIII  having  ended  with  the  year  of  Abraham 
(293  + 348  = ) 641,  which  was  also  according  to  Eusebius 
the  29th  of  Ehud,  Dyn.  XIX  follows  with  v kings  and  194 
years,  so  as  to  agree  with  the  Chronicle,  instead  of  having  vi 
kings  and  209  years  as  in  the  list  of  Africanus.  The  agree- 
ment is  obtained  by  suppressing  the  fourth  name  or  reign  of 
Africanus,  that  of  Rameses  (which,  unluckily  for  Eusebius,  is 
a consolidation  of  four  or  five  actual  kings,  sons  of  Rameses 
III.),  while  of  its  60  years  15  are  suppressed,  16  are  added 
to  the  next  reign  below,  which,  instead  of  (5  [ + 5]=)  10, 
has  so  26  years,  and  20  more  are  added  to  the  reign  of  Ame- 
neplithes  above,  which,  instead  of  20,  has  40  years ; 5 are 
added  to  the  61  of  the  second  reign,  that  of  Rapsakes ; and, 
lastly,  4 years  are  added  to  the  5 1 of  the  first  reign,  that  of 
“ Sethos  or  Rameses,”  of  the  lists  of  Africanus.  Possibly  Eu- 
sebius selected  the  name  of  Rameses  for  suppression,  rather 
than  that  of  Amenemes  below  or  of  Amenephthes  above  it 
(either  of  which  would  have  involved  much  slighter  changes  in 
the  years  of  the  other  reigns),  because  the  long  reign  of  60 
years  with  the  same  name  Rameses  looked  like  a repetition  of 
Rameses  II.  of  Dyn  XVIII,  who  also  reigned  above  60  years. 
And  Rapsakes,  a name  not  really  different,  in  Dyn.  XIX, 
had  in  Africanus’s  lists  61  years,  and  in  those  of  the  original 
Manetho  of  Josephus  66  years,  the  very  same  number  as 
Rameses  II.  So  that  a bold  and  superficial  critic  might  think 
it  expedient  to  prune  away  one  at  least  of  these  three  reigns 
of  60  or  above  60  years  each,  even  if  he  did  not  recast  for 
us  Manetho’s  dynasties  altogether.  Sethos,  the  first,  and 
Thouoris,  the  last  name  of  the  dynasty,  being  connected 
with  special  details  either  by  Manetho  alone  or  by  both 
Manetho  and  Ptolemy,  would  be  the  least  suitable  for  omis- 
sion. The  synchronism  of  the  last  with  Troy  is  retained 
by  Eusebius,  for  whom  the  reign  begins  with  the  (641  + 187 
= ) 829th  and  ends  with  the  835th  year  of  Abraham,  in 
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b.C.  (2016  — 828  = ) 1188  and  r.c.  1181.  So  the  last  year 
but  one  of  his  Thouoris  coincided  very  conveniently  for  him 
with  Eratosthenes's  date  for  Troy,  though  he  himself  seems 
to  have  attached  the  synchronism  of  Troy  to  the  last  year 
of  the  reign  and  of  the  dynasty. 

As  he  had  to  suppress  somewhere  26  of  the  years  of  the 
Chronicle,  besides  the  184  of  its  Dyn.  XXVII,  it  was  of 
course  impossible  to  exhibit  all  its  other  dynasties  unchanged. 
In  some  one  at  least  he  would  have  to  reduce  its  sum  of 
years.  And  on  coming  to  Dyn.  XX,  which  in  the  lists  of 
Africanus  is  altogether  anonymous,  he  might  have  thought 
this  a convenient  place  at  which  to  make  his  reduction.  We 
might  have  expected  him  then,  since  Manetho  for  this  dy- 
nasty has  only  135  years  instead  of  the  228  of  the  Chronicle, 
to  have  added  only  (93  — 26  = ) 67  instead  of  93  years,  giv- 
ing to  this  one  dynasty  a peculiar  sum  of  his  own,  viz.  202 
years.  And  then  in  all  the  rest  (except  only  Manctho’s 
Dyn.  XXVIII,  which  he  might  treat  as  unchronological 
and  concurrent  with  Dyn.  XXVII,  and  which  he  would 
have  to  substitute  with  Manetho  for  Dyn.  XXVII  of  the 
Chronicle),  he  might  have  exhibited  the  sums  of  the  Chro- 
nicle. But  now  instead  of  67  he  has  added  to  Dyn.  XX  of 
Manetho  only  43  years.  And  so  his  own  Dyn.  XX,  thus 
formed,  while  it  agrees  in  its  number  of  xii  kings  with  that 
of  Manetho , having  the  sum  of  178  years,  exceeds  Manetho’s 
sum  of  135  by  43,  but  falls  short  of  that  of  the  Chronicle, 
viz.  228  years,  by  (25  + 25  = ) 50,  agreeing  however  with  it 
in  its  units.  As  a consequence,  he  will  now  have  to  depart 
again  from  the  Chronicle  in  one  or  more  dynasties  below, 
and  to  exceed  its  sum  or  sums,  till  he  has  restored  the  24 
years  still  due  to  it  on  its  Dyn.  XX 

In  order  to  understand  his  motive  in  thus  stopping  short 
by  50  rather  than  by  26  only  of  the  addition  needed  to 
bring  up  the  sum  of  Dyn.  XX  of  Africanus  to  that  of  Dyn. 
XX  of  the  Chronicle  it  is  to  be  observed  that,  if  he  had 
added  24  years  more,  and  had  given  to  his  Dyn.  XX  202 
instead  of  178  years,  its  last  year  would  have  been  his  a.m. 
(3184  + 835  + 203  = ) 4222,  A.  abr.  1037,  ending  Aug.  31 
in  b.C.  (2016  — 1037  = ) 979.  But  this  year  in  his  sacred 
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scheme  is  the  1st  of  Abijah,  the  son  of  Rehoboam,  13  years 
below  the  5th  of  Rehoboam,  and  19,  at  the  very  least,  below 
the  date  at  which  Jeroboam  could  be  supposed  to  have  fled 
from  Solomon  to  Shishak  or  Sousakcim.  It  did  not,  how- 
ever, seem  suitable  or  probable  that  the  conqueror  who  took 
Jerusalem,  and  made  Rehoboam  his  vassal,  should  be  un- 
named, still  less  that  he  should  be  one  of  a whole  dynasty  of 
anonymous  faineants,  in  Mnnetho’s  or  Africanus’s  lists.  And 
no  doubt  it  was  this  consideration  which  induced  Eusqbius 
to  bring  his  Dyn.  XX  to  an  end  with  only  178  years,  24 
years  earlier  than  he  would  otherwise  have  done,  although 
by  so  doing  he  involved  himself  in  the  necessity  of  ad- 
mitting further  discrepancies  from  the  sums  of  the  Chro- 
nicle. But  when  his  Dyn.  XX  ended,  as  it  now  ends,  in 
B.C.  (979  + 24  = ) 1003  with  the  1013th  of  Abraham,  which  is 
his  33rd  of  Solomon,  he  would  have  an  Egyptian  reign  of  26 
years,  the  reign,  too,  of  a king  of  note,  since  he  appears  as  the 
founder  of  a dynasty,  to  which  the  synchronisms  of  Solomon 
and  Rehoboam  would  seem  to  belong. 

Dyn.  XXI  of  Africanus  agreed  in  its  number  of  kings, 
and  in  its  designation  of  Tanites,  with  Dyn.  XXI  of  the 
Chronicle ; and  though  it  had  9 years  more  than  that  dy- 
nasty (viz.  130  instead  of  121)  it  was  not  natural  to  cut 
them  <lown,  as  Eusebius  was  now  behind-hand  by  24  years, 
and  so  needed  additions.  He  therefore  in  this  instance 
took  the  dynasty  of  Manetho  and  Africanus  as  it  stood,  and 
seems  for  the  moment  to  be  really  copying  from  their  lists. 
And  to  the  12th  year  of  the  first  king  of  the  dynasty  Smendes, 
whose  name  unluckily  was  not  much  to  his  purpose,  the  same 
year  being  also  his  5th  of  Rehoboam,  he  unhesitatingly  at- 
tached in  his  Canon  as  a marginal  note  the  words  “ Sousa- 
heim  rex  sEgypti,"  identifying  him  with  the  king  who  took 
Jerusalem.  And  though,  so  far  as  Africanus’s  lists  are  con- 
cerned, Eusebius  is  totally  mistaken,  and  his  processes  are 
unjustifiable  and  even  ridiculous,  he  indirectly  approaches 
to  the  truth,  since  he  means  his  own  Dyn.  XXI  to  answer 
rather  to  Dyn.  XXI  of  the  Chronicle  than  to  any  other. 
This  is  shown  by  the  way  in  which  he  deals  with  the  next 
following  dynasty  of  Africanus.  tnnVinrr  it  to  represent  Dyn. 


Digitized  by  Google 


784 


EGYPTIAN  CHRONICLES. 


XXII  of  the  Chronicle.  But  the  head  of  Dyn.  XXI  of  the 
Chronicle  teas  really  the  contemporary  of  Solomon  and  Re- 
hob oam.  The  130  years  of  Eusebius’s  Dyn.  XXI  end  with 
his  (1013  + 130  = ) 1143rd  year  of  Abraham,  in  B.C.  (2016 
-1143)  873. 

In  the  next  dynasty  of  Africanus  the  three  names  given 
with  their  49  years,  if  taken  by  themselves,  without  the  other 
six  anonymous  kings,  answered  almost  exactly  (for  a differ- 
ence of  one  year  more  or  less  implies  no  real  discrepancy) 
to  Dyn.  XXII  of  the  Chronicle  with  its  iii  kings  and  48 
years.  Here,  then,  Eusebius  found  an  opportunity  for 
returning  to  the  Chronicle ; and  he  would  apprehend  no  in- 
convenience from  the  suppression  of  the  six  anonymous 
kings  with  their  71  years,  because,  when  he  looked  on,  he 
would  see  that  in  the  dynasties  below  the  Chronicle  had 
more  years  than  Africanus.  In  the  mean  time  his  remain- 
ing deficiency  on  the  years  of  the  Chronicle  was  reduced  by 
one  year,  from  15  years  to  14 ; and  the  49  years  of  his  Dyn. 
XXII  ended  in  B.C.  824  with  his  (1143  + 49  = ) 1192nd  of 
Abraham,  which  is  also  his  1st  of  Uzziah.  In  designating 
the  dynasty  Bubastite,  rather  than  Tanite,  he  follows  not 
the  Chronicle  but  Africanus.  But  if  he  supposed  that  there 
was  no  irreconcilable  discrepancy  in  these  two  designations, 
he  was  in  this  not  mistaken. 

In  Dyn.  XXIII,  for  which  the  Chronicle  has  only  ii 
Diospolites  with  19  years  but  Africanus  iv  Tanites  with  89, 
Eusebius  seems  again  in  his  number  of  44  years  to  differ 
from  both.  And  in  this  and  the  next  dynasty  he  shows 
himself  careless  about  agreeing  with  either  in  the  number  of 
the  kings.  He  adopts  for  his  Dyn.  XXIII  from  Africanus 
the  designation  Tanite,  and  retains  iii  out  of  his  iv  kings. 
One  king,  the  last,  with  31  years,  he  suppresses.  Two  of 
the  others,  viz.  the  second  and  the  third,  having  together  1 8 
years  in  the  lists  of  Africanus,  would  have  represented  for 
him  very  well  Dyn.  XXIII  of  the  Chronicle  ; and  he  per- 
ceived this,  for  he  has  added  a unit  to  one  of  the  two  reigns, 
so  that  in  his  lists  they  exhibit  together  19  years,  the  exact 
sum  of  Dyn.  XXIII  of  the  Chronicle.  Or,  if  he  thought 
this  dynasty  suitable  for  the  insertion  of  the  14  years  which 
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he  had  yet  to  re-insert,  he  might  have  let  the  first  of  Afri- 
canus’s  iv  kings,  Pelubast,  remain  at  its  head,  giving  to  him 
those  14  years  and  making  iii  kings.  But  now  he  has  left 
to  Petubast  not  14  only  but  (14+  11  = ) 25  years  ; for  this 
is  the  true  number,  and  so  it  stands  in  the  Canon,  as  well  as 
in  the  text  of  Book  I. : and  so  he  makes  the  sum  of  the  dy- 
nasty to  be  44  years.  The  idea  of  Eusebius  seems  to  have 
been  this,  that  if  he  left  as  many  as  44  years  to  Dyn. 
XXIII,  and  then  filled  up  Dyn.  XXIV  (which  in  Afri- 
canus’s  lists  has  only  6 years)  to  the  44  years  of  the  Chro- 
nicle, his  own  two  dynasties  together,  having  88  years, 
would  seem  to  answer  to  the  89  years  of  the  single  Dyn. 
XXIII  of  Africanus,  only  with  a different  subdivision. 
Instead  of  being  14  years  behindhand,  he  was  now  11 
years  in  advance  of  the  Chronicle ; and  the  44th  and  last 
year  of  his  Dyn.  XXIII,  being  his  a.  abr.  (1192+44  = ) 
1236,  and  his  46th  year  of  Uzziah,  ended  at  Aug.  31  in  B.c. 
780. 

To  exhibit  in  his  Canon  any  synchronism  of  Petubast, 
the  first  king  of  this  dynasty,  with  the  First  Olympiad  was 
clearly  impossible  for  him,  unless,  indeed,  he  had  put  things 
together ; and  then,  leaving  for  Dyn.  XXIII  the  ii  kings 
whose  19  years  answered  to  Dyn.  XXIII  of  the  Chronicle, 
and  putting  down  the  other  two  kings,  the  first  and  the 
fourth,  named  Petubast  and  Zet,  to  make  out,  together  with 
Bocchoris,  the  iii  Saites  of  Dyn.  XXIV  of  the  Chronicle,  he 
might  have  exhibited  the  synchronism  in  its  true  place.  But 
besides  the  fancy  of  paralleling  the  89  years  of  Dyn.  XXIII 
of  Africanus,  he  may  have  felt  that  he  had  no  time  to  lose 
in  adding  those  14  years  by  which  he  was  before  in  arrear, 
and  that  be  had  need,  whenever  he  did  this,  to  add  some 
more  years  besides ; else,  when  he  came  to  Dyn.  XXVI,  he 
might  find  it  difficult  to  add  all  the  years  required  by  the 
Chronicle;  the  more  so  as  the  history  of  that  Saite  dynasty 
was  better  known,  and  admitted  less  easily  of  interpolations. 

In  Dyn.  XXIV  he  does  not  attempt  to  follow  the  Chro- 
nicle in  its  number  of  three  Saite  kings,  though  he  might 
easily  have  done  this,  had  he  pleased,  by  putting  down  the  two 
names  of  Petubast  and  Zet  from  Dyn.  XXIII.  Or,  if  he 
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wanted  one  of  them  in  Dyn.  XXIII  to  hold  the  years  which 
he  wished  to  leave  to  it  over  and  above  the  19  of  the  Chro- 
nicle, he  might  have  retained  both  the  names,  and  then  there 
would  have  been,  in  the  two  dynasties  taken  together,  five 
kings  answering  to  the  five  of  the  Chronicle,  only  differently 
grouped.  But  now  he  has  filled  up  the  six  years  given 
to  Bocchoris  by  Africanus  as  the  sole  king  of  Dyn.  XXIV 
to  the  44  years  of  the  Chronicle;  and  these  end  with  his 
a.abr.  (1236  + 44  = ) 1280,  which  is  also  his  5th  of  Heze- 
kiah,  in  B.C.  736. 

Thus  the  conquest  of  Egypt  by  the  Ethiopian  Sabaco, 
the  head  of  Dyn.  XXV,  owing  to  those  11  years  which  were 
gained  upon  the  Chronicle  above  in  Dyn.  XXIII,  is  so 
much  depressed  that,  instead  of  appearing  at  Sept.  1 in  B.c. 
747,  which  would  both  have  been  in  Eusebian  reckoning  its 
true  date,  and  would  also  have  suited  Eusebius  very  well  for 
the  synchronism  of  So  and  Hoshea,  it  appears  at  Sept.  1 in 
B.C.  736,  after  his  5th  year  of  Hezekiah,  not  only  1 1 years 
below  its  true  date,  but  4 or  5 years  too  low  to  admit  of  his 
own  lists  exhibiting  the  synchronism  just  mentioned.  Here, 
then,  Eusebius  is  far  from  having  shown  the  same  forethought 
for  the  synchronism  of  So  and  Hoshea  which  he  had  shown 
after  his  own  way  for  that  of  Sousakeim  and  Solomon.  In 
the  number  of  iii  kings  for  this  dynasty  the  Manetho  of  Afri- 
canus agreed  with  the  Chronicle;  and  Eusebius  adds  4 years 
to  the  8 of  Sabaco  in  order  to  bring  up  the  sum  of  the  dy- 
nasty from  the  40  of  Africanus  to  the  44  of  the  Chronicle, 
lie  also  takes  2 years  from  the  14  of  Sevechus  and  transfers 
them  to  Tirhakah,  whose  reign  is  thus  increased  from  18  to 
20,  and  ends  the  dynasty  in  b.c.  692,  at  the  close  of  a.abr. 
1324,  which  is  his  20th  of  Manasseh.  But  to  what  purpose 
it  was  to  vary  the  last  two  reigns,  giving  them  12  and  20 
instead  of  14  and  18  years,  is  by  no  means  apparent,  since 
the  accession  of  Tirhakah,  “ king  of  Ethiopia,”  who  ought  to 
come  out  of  Egypt  against  Sennacherib  in  the  14th  year  of 
Hezekiah,  is  by  this  change  merely  raised  from  the  3rd  to 
the  1st  year  of  Manasseh ; and  it  is  still  too  low  by  16  years 
for  the  synchronism.  The  expedient  by  which  Eusebius 
palliates  this  failure  is  amusing.  Instead  of  passing  it  over 
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in  silence,  as  he  had  done  with  the  synchronism  of  So  and 
Iloshea,  he  makes  the  Tirhakah  of  the  Scriptures  to  have 
been  a “ king  of  the  Indians ,”  meaning  perhaps  Arab-Cush- 
ites,  since  the  Ethiopians  were  sometimes  called  Indians: 
and  he  having  thus  come  from  India,  and  returned  thither, 
while  Sabaco  was  reigning  over  Ethiopia  and  Egypt,  the 
similarity  of  the  name  of  “ Taracus ,”  who  reigned  next  but 
one  after  Sabaco,  16  years  later,  is  merely  accidental,  and 
need  not  excite  suspicion.  Dyn.  XXV,  in  consequence  of 
Eusebius  having  above  gained  1 1 years  on  the  Old  Chro- 
nicle, ends  for  him  at  Aug.  31  in  B.C.  692,  apparently  only 

10  years  below  the  true  date  of  the  Chronicle,  but  really 

1 1 years,  since  the  years  of  Eusebius  commence  from  the 
Sept.  1 preceding  the  true  Egyptian  dates. 

In  Dyn.  XXVI  the  difference  between  the  Old  Chronicle 
and  the  list  of  Africanus,  whose  text  here  by  some  chance 
was  not  that  of  Ptolemy  of  Mendes,  but  that  of  the  original 
Manetho,  amounted  to  2 6£  or  27  years.  Eusebius,  on 
coming  to  this  dynasty,  being  1 1 years  in  advance  of  the 
Chronicle,  needed  to  add  only  15£  years  to  150  years  and  6 
months,  the  sum  of  Africanus,  so  giving  his  own  dynasty  166 
years,  to  make  it  end  at  the  same  point  with  Dyn.  XXVI 
of  the  Chronicle  which  had  177  years.  But,  in  fact,  the 
sum  of  Eusebius’s  Dyn.  XXVI  in  his  Canon  is  167  years, 
being  one  year  more  than  was  wanted.  His  object  will 
appear  below.  The  same  sum  is  also  given  by  the  Arme- 
nian version  of  his  Book  I. : it  is  made  out  too  by  the 
figures  for  the  ix  reigns,  if  the  true  reading  of  12  years  for 
the  first  reign  be  take  into  the  text  from  the  margin.  The 
figures  for  the  reigns  in  Syncellus’s  Greek  copy  also  agree, 
if  only  an  excess  of  one  unit  in  the  reign  of  Psammitichus  L 
be  corrected ; for  now  he  has  45  years  (a  number  derived  by 
transposition  from  his  true  reign  of  54)  instead  of  44,  which 
were  really  given  to  him  by  Eusebius.  The  sum  given  for 
the  dynasty,  however,  by  Syncellus  is  neither  the  150  years 
and  6 months  of  Africanus,  nor  the  167  years  of  Eusebius, 
nor  the  167  or  168  made  by  the  figures  of  Syncellus’s  own 
text,  but  it  is  163,  the  number  of  Ptolemy.  And  it  is 
difficult  to  understand  how  this  sum  could  come  into  the 
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text  of  Syncellus,  unless  it  were  made  by  some  one  adding 
to  the  12  years  of  the  reign  of  Ammeris  (placed  at  the  head 
of  the  dynasty  hy  Eusebius)  the  figures  of  Africanus  for  all 
the  other  reigns,  with  one  full  year  besides  inserted  some- 
where instead  of  the  imperfect  year  of  Psammecheritcs.  On 
the  other  hand  the  construction  of  this  dynasty  in  the  text 
of  Eusebius  himself  in  his  Canon,  and  in  the  Armenian 
version  of  Book  I.,  is  no  less  difficult  to  explain.  Ilis  vari- 
ations in  the  figures  of  the  reigns  common  to  him  with  the 
Africanus  of  Syncellus  are  remarkable.  For  having  at  the 
head  of  the  dynasty  the  reign  of  “ Ammeris  ” with  12  years, 
absent  from  the  Africanus  of  Syncellus,  and  suppressing,  it 
may  be  presumed,  the  name  and  the  odd  months  of  Psatn- 
mecherites  at  the  end  of  the  dynasty,  both  in  order  to 
preserve  the  number  of  ix  kings  given  in  the  heading  of 
Africanus,  and  also  in  order  to  get  rid  of  the  imperfect  year, 
he  needed  one  would  think  only  to  add  to  some  one  reign  5 
years  more.  But  now  he  has  varied  the  figures  of  no  fewer 
than  four  reigns  from  those  of  the  Africanus  of  Syncellus, 
giving  to  Psammitichus  I.,  Psammouthis,  Ouaphres,  and 
Amosis  44,  17,  25,  and  42  years  respectively,  instead  of  54, 
6,  19,  and  44,  when  his  end  might  have  been  equally  at- 
tained, for  anything  that  appears  at  first  sight,  by  the  single 
change  of  giving  to  Ouaphres  24  years.  But  a still  more 
perplexing  question  it  is  how  to  account  for  the  fresh  reign 
itself  of  Ammeris,  which  stands  at  the  head  of  his  dynasty. 
This  is  plainly  from  an  Egyptian  source.  Indeed  both  the 
name  Ammeris  and  the  qualification  Atdioifr  are  justifiable 
at  this  day  from  the  monuments.  And  probably  it  is  from 
the  same  source  that  some  one  or  more  of  Eusebius’s  varia- 
tions in  the  figures  of  the  other  reigns  are  derived.  In  any 
case  the  source  can  scarcely  have  been  any  other  than  the 
genuine  text  of  Ptolemy  of  Mendes,  whose  scheme  required 
a sum  of  163  years  for  this  dynasty,  and  so  needed  both 
such  an  addition  to  the  dynasty  of  the  original  Manetho  as 
the  reign  of  Ammeris,  and  also  another  addition  of  one 
unit,  if  the  name  of  Psammecheritcs  were  suppressed.  Pto- 
lemy therefore  might  perhaps  give  to  Psanunitichus  I.  55 
years,  or  to  Psammouthis  7.  And  Eusebius  may  have 
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found  the  dynasty  of  Ptolemy  in  this  form,  12  + 7 + 6+  8 + 
54  + 6 + 7 + 19  + 44,  making  163  years.  But  where  was 
Eusebius  to  find  this  genuine  text  of  Ptolemy’s  dynasty, 
seeing  that  it  was  not  exhibited  by  Africanus,  and  that  there 
is  no  sign  elsewhere  that  Eusebius  knew  anything  either  of 
the  original  Manetho,  or  of  the  Manetho  of  Ptolemy,  except 
from  Josephus  and  Africanus  ? This  is  the  question  which 
it  is  so  difficult  to  answer  satisfactorily ; and  it  forces  one 
in  a manner  to  admit  the  idea  which  some  have  conceived 
from  those  words  of  Syncellus,  “ according  to  the  second 
edition  of  Africanus,”  that  Africanus  did  in  fact  vary  from 
himself  either  by  adding  later  notes  or  supplements,  or  by 
varying  the  text  itself  in  some  places,  of  which  this  was  one, 
in  some  of  the  latest  copies  of  his  work.  Otherwise,  Syn- 
cellus having  previously  spoken  of  the  text  of  Africanus  and 
Eusebius  as  “ the  two  chief  editions  of  Manetho,”  it  would 
be  probable  that  “ the  second  edition  of  Africanus  ” men- 
tioned afterwards  was  only  a confused  reference  to  the  text 
of  Africanus  as  one,  and  that  not  the  second  either,  of  these 
“ two  editions.” 

If  we  take  now  the  dynasty  of  Eusebius,  its  167  years 
begin  with  his  a.  abr.  1325  in  B.C.  691,  being  his  21st  of 
Manasseh,  and  end  with  his  a.  abr.  1491,  at  Aug.  31  in  B.c. 
525,  which  is  chronologically  one  Eusebian  year  too  low, 
he  having  reckoned  down  to  the  end  of  this  dynasty  in  his 
Egyptian  series  1492  years,  while  the  Old  Chronicle,  after 
his  suppression  of  (184  + 26  = ) 210  of  its  years,  has  to  the 
end  of  the  same  dynasty  only  1491.  The  occasion  of  this 
very  unnecessary  error  and  variation  from  the  Chronicle, 
which  depresses  the  commencement  of  Dyn.  XXVII  and 
the  Egyptian  reign  of  Cambyses  by  one  year,  is  to  be  found 
in  the  lists  of  Africanus,  where  Cambyses,  who  is  rightly  said 
in  the  heading  to  have  conquered  Egypt  in  his  5th  Persian 
year,  has  nevertheless  an  Egyptian  reign  of  6 years,  the 
truth  being  that  the  124  years  of  the  Persian  dynasty  of  the 
Chronicle  had  run  3 years  into  the  reign  of  Artaxerxes 
Mnemon  ; and  Manetho,  choosing  to  make  the  dynasty  end, 
in  appearance  at  least,  with  the  reign  of  Darius  Noth  us, 
threw  up  the  3 years  below  it,  and  added  2 of  them  unchro- 
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nologically  to  Cambyses ; and  the  remaining  one  he  added 
between  Artaxerxes  Longimanus  and  Darius  Nothus.  Eu- 
sebius perceived  that,  if  Cambyses  conquered  Egypt  in  his 
5 th  year  and  reigned  only  8 in  all,  he  could  not  possibly 
reign  over  Egypt  six  years ; and  so  he  determined  to  cut  off 
those  years  which  were  given  to  him,  as  it  seemed,  only 
by  an  error  and  inconsistency.  And  this  he  might  well  do. 
But  he  did  not  attend  to  the  principle  that  the  year  of  the 
conquest  itself  belonged  properly  not  to  the  ending  but  to 
the  commencing  reign  and  dynasty.  Owing  to  this  error  he 
cut  off  from  the  head  of  the  Persian  dynasty  (besides  two 
unchronological)  one  chronological  year,  and  transferred  it  to 
the  preceding  dynasty  of  the  Saites  ; and  perhaps  he  thought 
that  those  3 years,  which  the  sum  of  124  given  by  the  Chro- 
nicle required  him  to  account  for  below  the  reign  of  Nothus, 
had  been  prefixed  all  together  by  the  Manetho  of  Africanus 
to  the  reign  of  Cambyses. 

His  Egyptian  years  being  reckoned  as  Julian,  and  their 
number  having  been  fixed  beforehand  to  agree  with  that  of 
his  Hebrew  years  between  Abraham  and  the  2nd  of  Darius, 
the  difference  between  them  and  the  true  Egyptian  years 
for  which  they  are  substituted  is  not  apparent  at  the  end  of 
his  series,  because  in  fact  they  were  counted  back  from  their 
known  and  fixed  ending  below.  If  indeed  Eusebius  had  be- 
gun from  Sept.  1 in  B.C.  2016  with  his  A.  ABR.  1 paralleled 
with  that  true  Egyptian  year  which  began  4 months  later 
from  Jan.  10  B.C.  2015,  and  had  allowed  only  1490  years 
of  his  Egyptian  lists  expecting  them  to  end  together  with  as 
many  Hebrew  years  at  Aug.  31  in  B.c.  526,  he  would  have 
found  himself  at  fault  at  the  end  of  Dyn.  XXVI,  his  true 
Egyptian  years  having  already  come  to  an  end  one  whole 
year  and  some  days  earlier  than  Aug.  31  in  B.c.  526,  or  the 
corresponding  date  in  the  spring  following;  so  that  he  would 
then  have  had  need  to  allow  an  additional  year  to  Dyn. 
XXVI,  but  not  to  cut  off  a year  from  the  head  of  Dyn. 
XXVII.  But  as  his  process  was  the  reverse  of  this,  and 
his  fixed  point  from  which  he  counted  off  the  number  of 
Egyptian  years  to  be  allowed  was  not  above  but  below,  it  is 
only  on  reckoning  upwards  and  comparing  the  Eusebian 


Digitized  by  Google 


EUSEBIUS  PAMPBILI. 


791 


Egyptian  with  the  true  Egyptian  years  that  any  discrepancy 
to  the  amount  of  one  whole  year  will  be  manifested.  Thus, 
if  the  true  Egyptian  year  beginning  with  Jan.  1 in  B.C.  525 
is  paralleled  with  the  Eusehian  Egyptian  year  of  Menes  and 
of  Abraham  1490  beginning  from  Sept.  1 in  B.C.  526,  we  shall 
find  1460  years  higher,  on  coming  to  a.  abr.  (1490— 1460  = ) 
30,  which  begins  from  Sept.  1 in  B.C.  (526  + 1460)  1986, 
that  the  true  Egyptian  year  alluded  to  as  parallel,  instead  of 
beginning  from  Jan.  1 in  B.C.  1985,  begins  one  whole  year 
later,  from  Jan.  1 in  B.C.  1984.  And  at  the  head  of  the  whole 
reckoning,  instead  of  its  being  the  true  Egyptian  year  which 
began  next  after  Sept.  1 in  B.C.  2016,  which  is  paralleled  with 
the  first  year  of  Abraham,  it  will  be  that  which  began  one 
whole  year  and  some  days  later,  viz.  from  Jan.  9 in  B.C. 
2014,  which  is  the  1490th  above  the  end  of  Dyn.  XXVI  of 
the  Chronicle. 

The  last  year  of  his  own  Dyn.  XXVI,  being  his  A.  abr. 
1491  and  his  42nd  of  Amasis,  Eusebius  makes,  as  has  been 
said  above, to  coincide  with  the  5th  Persian  year  of  Cambyses, 
the  1st  of  Dyn.  XXVIII  of  the  Chronicle.  In  the  Canon 
it  stands  now  as  the  sixth  of  Cambyses ; but  this  is  incon- 
sistent with  Eusebius’s  own  express  words  elsewhere,  and 
there  are  several  variants,  showing  the  corrupt  state  of  the 
text;  and  one  of  these  variants  gives  the  “fifth,”  which  is 
no  doubt  the  true  reading,  though  it  is  true  that  its  restora- 
tion involves  the  necessity  of  making  other  corrections.  The 
source  of  the  corruption  lies  probably  in  this,  that  some  copyist 
observing  the  Magi  to  stand  in  the  Canon  with  one  year 
below  the  reign  of  Cambyses,  and  knowing  this  year  of  the 
Magi  to  be  historically  one  with  the  8th  of  Cambyses,  to 
whom  Eusebius  gave  only  3 in  Egypt,  thought  that  9 years 
were  thus  given  in  fact  to  Cambyses,  so  that  the  year 
preceding  the  conquest  of  Egypt  must  be  his  sixth,  being 
th  e same  which  was  commonly  called  his  fifth. 

The  42nd  and  last  year  of  Amasis  being  paralleled  with 
A.  abr.  1491,  the  5th  really  of  the  8 of  Cambyses,  there  are 
above  Eusebius’s  date  for  the  conquest  of  Egypt  5 years 
of  Cambyses,  30  of  Cyrus,  1 of  Neriglissar,  2 of  Evil  Mcro- 
dach,  and  25  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  making  together  63  years, 
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according  to  the  true  chronology,  up  to  the  commencement 
of  Nebuchadnezzar’s  19th  Syrian  or  18th  Babylonian  year 
antedated  from  the  Sept.  1 preceding,  in  B.C.  588,  which 
would  be  the  true  date  for  the  commencement  of  the  11th 
year  of  Zedekiah  containing  the  burning  of  the  Temple. 
And  the  Egyptian  list  of  Eusebius,  if  compared  with  this 
the  true  chronology,  would  exhibit  (5  + 30+l+2+4  = )42 
years  of  Amasis  and  21  of  the  25  of  Apries  up  to  the  same 
point,  that  is,  to  the  head  of  the  Eusebian  a.  abk.  (1491—63 
= ) 1428,  beginning  Sept.  1 in  B.C.  588,  which  ought  to  con- 
tain the  burning  of  the  Temple.  So  the  Jews  might  fly  to 
Apries  in  or  after  his  5th  year.  Then,  continuing  upwards 
with  the  first  10  years  of  Zedekiah  and  11  more  of  Jehoia- 
kim,  we  should  have  for  them  in  Eusebius’s  Egyptian  lists 
the  first  4 of  Apries  and  the  17  of  Psammoutliis,  so  that  the 
death  of  Necho  would  be  exactly  coincident  with  that  of 
Josiah,  3 or  4 years  too  early  for  him  to  be  defeated  at  Car- 
chemish  in  the  4th  of  Jehoiakim.  But  Eusebius  himself 
between  the  accession  of  Cyrus,  whose  1st  year  he  parallels 
with  the  8th  of  Amasis  and  the  32nd  of  the  Captivity,  and 
the  beginning  of  the  1st  year  of  the  Captivity,  which  he 
makes  to  follow  not  the  10th  but  the  11th  year  of  Zedekiah, 
has  31  years  instead  of  the  true  number,  which  is  27.  He 
makes  out  the  3 1 by  reckoning  25  (whereas  there  were  only 
24)  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  2 of  Evil  Merodach,  and  4 of  Neri- 
glissar  (whereas  of  these  last  4 years  3 are  really  concurrent 
with  the  first  3 of  Cyrus).  So  he  has  (31  + 30  + 5 = ) 66 
instead  of  62  years,  that  is  4 years  too  many,  in  this  space 
between  the  commencement  of  the  Captivity,  or  rather  be- 
tween the  commencement  of  the  11th  of  Zedekiah,  and  his 
commencement  of  the  Persian  Dyn.  XXVII  in  Egypt: 
and  the  year  in  which  the  Jews  fled  to  Apries,  instead  of 
being  the  5th  of  his  25  years,  appears  as  the  1st:  and  the 
accession  of  Apries  is  coincident  with  the  beginning  of  the 
19th  Syrian  or  18th  Babylonian  year  of  Nebuchadnezzar, 
being  the  year  in  which  the  Temple  was  burned,  though  he 
does  not  make  this  the  first  of  the  Captivity.  And  now, 
perhaps,  we  see  why  the  reign  of  Apries  was  lengthened  to 
25  years,  that  of  Amasis  having  been  reduced  from  44  to  42. 
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This  reduction  of  the  reign  of  Amasis,  which  certainly  in 
itself  seems  quite  gratuitous,  if  the  two  years  cut  off’  were 
to  be  added  again  to  Apries  just  above,  must  be  supposed  to 
have  been  made  first,  and  for  some  separate  reason  of  its 
own.  The  reason  may  have  been  this,  that  the  lists  of  Afri- 
canua  gave,  however  inconsistently,  to  Cambyses  six  years 
in  Egypt,  while  by  the  heading  of  the  dynasty  in  the  same 
lists  it  was  plain  that  there  could  be  only  four  at  most. 
Still  the  sum  of  1 24  years  seemed  to  be  made  out  by  the 
help  of  the  six.  The  first  two  then  of  the  jsix  Egyptian 
years  of  Cambyses,  being  as  they  stood  clearly  unchrono- 
logical,  might  be  supposed  to  be  also  of  necessity  identical 
with  the  last  two  of  Amasis ; and,  if  the  reign  of  Cambyses 
were  to  be  antedated  by  2 years,  that  of  Amasis  ought  to  be 
shortened  by  as  many.  This  change  then  was  made  in  the 
first  instance,  and  with  a view  to  the  sum  of  124  years  which 
it  was  then  intended  to  preserve  to  Dyn.  XXVII  below’,  and 
respecting  which  it  was  not  then  perceived  that  its  true 
chronological  ending  was  with  the  3rd  year  of  Artaxerxes 
Mnemon.  So  having  the  2nd  year  of  Apries  coincident  with 
the  12th  of  Jeconiah,  which  he  makes  the  1st  of  the  Cap- 
tivity, Eusebius  parallels  the  preceding  1 1 years  of  Zcdekiah 
with  1,  the  first,  of  Apries  and  10  of  Psammouthis,  whose 
1st  year  is  identified  with  the  6th  of  Jehoiakim  (and  to 
Jehoiakim  he  gives  12  not  11  years).  So  the  6 years  of  Ne- 
cho  take  in  exactly  the  last  year  of  Josiah  above  and  the  5 th 
of  Jehoiakim  (including  the  3 months  of  Jehoahaz)  below. 
And  now  we  can  see  why  10  years  have  been  cut  off  from 
Fsammitichus  I.  and  added  to  the  7 which  Eusebius  probably 
found  given  in  the  lists  of  Ptolemy  to  Psammouthis  below, 
this  change  being  needed,  according  to  his  Hebrew  scale,  in 
order  to  raise  the  accession  of  Necho  into  contact  with  the  last 
year  of  Josiah.  And  that  the  change  is  really  one  made  by  a 
Christian  writer,  and  for  this  or  some  other  similar  reason,  is 
plain  also  when  one  considers  that  it  is  made  at  a guess  ; and 
as  it  happens,  the  wrong  reigns,  those  of  Psammouthis  and 
Apries,  instead  of  that  of  Necho,  are  selected  to  receive  ad- 
ditions. But  a native  Egyptian  who,  like  Ptolemy,  understood 
Manetho’s  unchronological  dislocations,  if  he  had  added  at  all. 
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would  Lave  been  likely  to  add  in  the  right  place,  and  the 
right  number  of  years.  Why  Eusebius  should  transfer  the 
10  years  needed  to  elevate  Necho  rather  to  Psammouthis 
than  to  Necho  himself  is  not  difficult  to  guess.  For,  first,  if 
he  noticed  that  Ptolemy  had  already  varied  from  Manetho, 
or  that  the  “ two  editions  of  Africanus  ” varied  from  one 
another,  for  the  reign  of  Psammouthis,  it  would  be  pre- 
ferable to  make  a change  in  that  reign  rather  than  to  intro- 
duce a new  sum  for  the  reign  of  Necho,  which  was  the  same 
in  all  the  lists.  And,  secondly,  after  so  long  a reign  as  that 
of  Psammitichus  I.,  even  though  it  were  reduced  from  54  to 
to  44  years,  it  would  seem  better  to  let  the  next  reign  stand 
as  it  was  with  its  6 years,  and  to  lengthen  in  preference  to 
it  the  next  but  one. 

So  between  the  end  of  the  6th  of  Hezekiah,  A.  abr.  1281, 
and  the  end  of  the  31st  of  Josiah,  a.  abr.  1402,  Eusebius 
has  121  Egyptian  years,  consisting  of  43  out  of  the  44  of 
his  Dy n.  XXV,  and  of  7 7 more  (viz.  12  + 7 + 6 + 8 + 44)  of 
his  Dyn.  XXVI,  to  the  end  of  the  reign  of  Psammitichus  I. 
as  shortened  by  him,  and  lastly  1 year,  the  first,  of  Necho, 
which  so  is  made  to  admit  the  synchronism  of  the  death  of 
Josiah.  The  excess  introduced  into  his  sacred  reckoning  in 
the  Canon  by  giving  12  years  instead  of  10  to  Amon  (though 
elsewhere  he  gives  rightly  2)  would  of  itself  have  thrust  up 
the  death  of  Josiah  so  as  to  stand  9 years  above  the  accession 
of  Necho ; and  it  was  to  remedy  this  inconvenience  that  he 
transferred  10  of  the  54  years  of  Psammitichus  I.  to  Psam- 
mouthis the  successor  of  Necho,  so  as  to  thrust  up  the  acces- 
sion of  Necho  also  by  10  years. 

In  Dyn.  XXVII  Eusebius  in  his  Book  I.,  according  to 
the  text  both  of  Syncellus  and  of  the  Armenian  version, 
instead  of  the  124  years  and  4 months  of  .Africanus,  or  the 
124  years  of  the  Chronicle,  exhibits  120  years  and  4 months. 
The  Chronicle  for  this  dynasty  had  named  Jive  generations. 
Eusebius  in  Book  I.  retains  from  Africanus  the  number  of  viii 
actual  kings ; but  one  of  the  kings  is  not  the  same  as  with 
Africanus.  For  Eusebius,  by  what  seems  at  first  sight  a 
wanton  and  inappropriate  variation,  suppresses  after  Xerxes 
the  name  and  the  7 months  of  Artabauus,  and  names  instead 
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between  Cambyses  and  Darius  (also  with  7 months)  the  reign 
of  the  Magi,  which  all  the  Egyptian  lists  had  suppressed  as 
illegitimate.  For  they  all,  though  this  is  contrary  to  the 
usual  custom,  fill  up  with  the  7 months  of  the  Magi  the 
eighth  imperfect  year  of  Cambyses,  which  was  only  current 
when  he  died.  The  effect  of  the  change  made  by  Eusebius 
is  to  make  the  commencement  of  his  Dyn.  XXVII  look  as 
if  it  were  such  as  is  required  by  the  notice  in  the  heading  of 
Africanus  that  Cambyses  subdued  Egypt  in  his  Jifth  year. 
For  so  in  technical  reckoning,  from  the  beginning  of  that 
year,  he  ought  to  have  in  the  list  below  four  years,  the 
fourth  and  last  of  these  having  really  only  5 months  of  its 
own,  but  being  filled  up  by  the  7 months  of  the  Magi. 
Eusebius  then,  giving  3 years  to  Cambyses  himself  and 
their  7 months  separately  to  the  Magi,  as  if  their  reign  were 
legitimate,  would  seem  to  differ  only  in  his  mode  of  state- 
ment. But  in  truth  this  is  not  so.  For  Eusebius  gives  to 
Cambyses  the  full  8 years,  besides  naming  the  7 months  of 
the  Magi  separately  afterwards  ; and  of  the  eight  he  makes, 
as  has  been  explained  above,  the  sixth  to  be  his  first  year  in 
Egypt,  so  beginning  the  dynasty  chronologically  too  low 
by  one  year,  as  if  from  Sept.  1,  in  B.c.  525  (which  in  terms 
of  the  Egyptian  year  would  be  from  the  spring  following). 
And  the  3rd  of  Cambyses  in  Egypt,  being  still  as  before  his 
8th  Persian  year,  really  contains  within  itself  the  7 months 
of  the  Magi.  The  Magi  then,  as  named  by  Eusebius  in  his 
Book  I.,  are  merely  Artabanus  transposed;  and  their  7 
months  belong  chronologically  to  the  first  year  of  Darius,  as 
if  the  reign  of  Xerxes  below  had  had  21  years  and  7 months 
or  22  years.  Artaxerxes  Longimanus  again  in  Book  I.  has 
only  40  instead  of  41  years ; and  this  reduction  is  justifiable 
chronologically,  since  Xerxes  II.  and  Sogdianus,  with  2 
months  and  7 months,  are  named  separately,  whereas  it  is 
only  by  a consolidation  of  these  that  Artaxerxes  can  claim 
41  years.  Thus  by  cutting  off  one  chronological  year  of  the 
reign  of  Cambyses,  and  two  others  unchronologically  prefixed 
to  it  in  the  lists  of  Africanus,  and  one  other  unchronological 
year  of  Artaxerxes  Longimanus,  Eusebius  reduces  the  sum 
of  his  dynasty  by  4 years  from  1 24-^  to  120-,^;  and  it 
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begins  one  year  after  and  ends  3 years  before  the  Persian 
Dynasty  XXVIII  of  the  Chronicle. 

In  the  Canon,  as  the  text  now  stands,  Cambyses  has  only 
two  full  years  for  himself,  viz.  his  7th  and  his  8th;  but,  as 
we  have  corrected  it  by  the  help  of  the  variant  mentioned 
above,  he  has  3 years,  viz  his  6t.h,  7th,  and  8th;  and  then, 
after  these,  one  full  year  is  reckoned  to  the  Magi,  which  is 
chronologically  identical  with  the  1st  year  of  Darius,  whoso 
34th  becomes  by  this  transposition  the  1st  of  Xerxes,  while 
the  21st  of  Xerxes  represents  those  7 months  of  Artabanus 
out  of  which  the  reduplication  of  the  Magi  has  been  made 
above,  and  other  5 months  besides.  In  this,  as  in  some 
other  places,  Eusebius  on  coming  to  the  arrangement  of  his 
Canon  must  have  discovered  that  the  materials  prepared  in 
his  First  Book  did  not  suit  exactly  according  to  his  design. 
For  if  Dyn.  XXVI  ended  with  his  a.  abb.  1491,  and  this 
was  the  66th  year  of  the  Captivity,  and  Dyn.  XXVII 
began  from  Sept.  1 in  B.C.  525  with  the  67th  year  of  the 
Captivity,  and  with  the  sixth  of  Cambyses,  and  Cambyses 
reigned  8 years  complete,  and  his  reign  was  then  followed 
by  7 months  or  one  year  of  the  Magi,  the  70th  year  of  the 
Captivity  would  end  with  this  year  of  the  Magi  at  or  before 
the  accession  of  Darius.  But  Eusebius  had  made  the  termi- 
nation of  the  Captivity,  whether  with  or  at  the  second  of 
Darius,  to  be  one  of  his  fixed  points,  to  and  from  which  he 
reckoned  both  upwards  and  downwards.  Nor  did  it  help  him 
out  of  his  difficulty  to  be  aware  himself  that  the  70th  year  of 
the  Captivity  was  only  nominally  given  to  the  Magi,  while 
chronologically  it  was  the  first  of  Darius.  So  either  he  himself, 
or  some  later  copyist  for  him,  to  whom  the  present  reading 
in  the  Canon  may  be  owing,  boldly  but  clumsily  cut  the  knot 
of  this  difficulty  by  marking  the  1st  year  of  Dyn.  XXVII 
A.  Aim.  1492,  beginning  at  Sept.  1 in  b.c.  525,  as  the  seventh 
of  Cambyses,  and  the  last  year  of  Dyn.  XXVI  as  coincident 
with  his  “sixth.”  Thus  the  year  of  the  Magi  would  stand 
as  only  69th  of  the  Captivity,  and  its  last  year  would  be  the 
first  of  Darius,  so  that  it  might  actually  end  a little  later  in 
the  spring  of  his  second.  But  in  the  mean  time  two  other 
consequences  were  involved ; first,  tliat  the  Persian  and 
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Babylonian  series  between  the  commencements  of  the  1st 
and  of  the  68th  years  of  the  Captivity  would  now  have  a 
year  too  many ; and  we  may  suppose  that  the  same  person, 
whoever  it  was,  that  marked  Cambyses’s  sixth  year  as  parallel 
with  the  last  of  Amasis,  would  also  reckon  one  year  less  to  the 
Babylonian  reign  next  before  Cyrus,  making  25  + 2 + 3 + 30 
+ 6 = 66  to  Sept.  1 in  B.C.  525,  instead  of  25  + 2+4  + 30  + 
5 = 66,  as  in  Book  I.  And  on  the  other  hand,  in  Dyn. 
XXVII  below,  Eusebius,  or  his  corrector,  would  have  lost  a 
year.  For  the  year  of  the  Magi  being  now  placed  chrono- 
logically as  a.  abb.  1494,  beginning  at  Sept.  1 in  B.C.  523, 
and  so  holding  the  true  place  of  the  last  year  of  Cambyses 
(whether  he  were  said  to  have  9 or  8 years),  the  short  reign 
of  Artabanus,  for  which  that  of  the  Magi  had  been  substi- 
tuted in  Book  I.,  would  now  have  disappeared  altogether,  and 
there  would  remain  for  the  composition  of  Dyn.  XXVII 
only  Cambyses  with  2 years  + the  Magi  with  1 + Darius  with 
36  + Xerxes  with  21  + Artaxerxes  Longimanus  with  40  + 
Xerxes  II.  and  Sogdianus  with  2 months  and  7 months  re- 
spectively + Darius  No  thus  with  19  years,  making  in  all  only 
119  years  and  9 months.  And  under  these  circumstances,  if 
he  wished  to  end  his  dynasty  like  Africanus  with  the  reign  of 
Nothus,  and  at  the  same  time  to  get  rid  of  those  odd  months 
which  did  not  suit  his  Canon,  it  is  plain  that  what  he  had  to 
do  was  to  fill  up  the  9 months  of  Xerxes  II.  and  Sogdianus 
to  a full  year,  either  by  giving  one  year  to  the  name  of  Sog- 
dianus and  omitting  Xerxes  II.,  or  by  allowing  a 41st  to 
Artaxerxes  Longimanus  and  suppressing  both  the  names  of 
Xerxes  II.  and  Sogdianus.  So  he  might  have  obtained  his 
sum  of  120  years,  lying  chronologically  between  Sept.  1 in 
B.C.  525  and  Aug.  31  in  B.C.  405.  But  now  Eusebius, 
instead  of  making  a year  more  out  of,  or  in  lieu  of,  the  two 
short  reigns  of  Xerxes  II.  and  Sogdianus,  has  simply  sup- 
pressed them,  as  if  he  did  not  perceive  that  he  would  so  be 
a year  short,  and  would  have  only  119  years  at  the  death 
of  Nothus.  This  fact  alone,  that  the  reading  which  in  the 
Canon  parallels  the  sixth  year  of  Cambyses  with  the  last  of 
Amasis  is  unaccompanied  by  any  allowance  of  a year  below 
Darius  in  compensation  for  the  year  drawn  up  and  suppressed. 
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is  perhaps  a sufficient  sign  that  it  is  not  from  Eusebius  him- 
self. And  in  the  presence  of  a number  of  inconsistencies, 
and  with  some  manifest  corruption  in  the  text,  the  best  plan 
will  be  to  make  out  for  him  the  series  after  which  he  is 
manifestly  aiming  with  as  little  departure  as  possible  from 
the  materials  or  data  of  his  First  Book.  We  suppose,  then, 
that  in  spite  of  the  awkwardness  of  reckoning  nominally  the 
70th  year  of  the  Captivity  to  the  Magi,  Eusebius  really  in 
his  Canon,  as  in  his  First  Book,  made  his  Egyptian  Dyn. 
XXVII  to  begin  with  the  sixth  not  the  seventh  year  of 
Cambyses,  the  same  being  his  a.  abr.  1492  and  his  67th 
year  of  the  Captivity.  Thus  there  will  be  no  difficulty  in 
making  out  the  composition  of  the  dynasty,  which  will  differ 
in  the  Canon  from  Book  I.  only  by  the  consolidation  of  the 
4 odd  months,  and  by  the  omission  of  the  two  names  of 
Xerxes  II.  and  Sogdianus.  It  will  have  (3  + 1+36  + 21  + 
40+19  = ) 120  years,  beginning  with  a.  abr.  1492,  Sept.  1 
B C.  525,  oneEusebian  year  later  than  Dyn.  XXVIII  of  the 
Chronicle,  and  ending  with  the  last  year  of  Nothus  a.  abr. 
1611,  at  Aug.  31  in  B.C.  405,  three  years  earlier  than  the 
same  dynasty  of  the  Chronicle. 

In  consequence  of  having  thus  exhibited  Dyn.  XXVII, 
Eusebius  (who  rightly  marks  in  his  Canon  the  6 years  of 
Dyn.  XXVIII  of  Manetho  and  Ptolemy  as  merely  concur- 
rent and  included  within  the  reign  of  Nothus)  would  liaveb  e- 
low  Dynasties  XXVII  and  XXVIII  to  account  for  3 years 
more  than  the  57  given  to  Dynasties  XXIX  and  XXX 
by  the  Chronicle,  besides  those  other  15  years  which  it 
reckoned  from  the  end  of  its  thirtieth  and  last  dynasty  to 
the  cosmocracy  of  Alexander  in  B.c.  330.  But  in  Dynasties 
XXIX  and  XXX  of  the  Manetho  of  Africanus  he  found  a 
provision  of  only  59  years,  being  one  fewer  that  what  he 
wanted.  And  though  the  present  text  of  the  Canon  in  the 
Armenian  version  is  hopelessly  corrupt,  and  that  of  St. 
Jerome  not  by  any  means  free  from  faults,  and  we  have 
not  in  the  Canon  the  assistance  of  a separate  exhibition  of 
Dyn.  XXXI  in  the  Egyptian  column,  still,  as  in  Book  I. 
Dyn.  XXXI  has  distinctly  16  years,  and  the  •composition 
of  its  three  reigns  shows  that  the  1st  of  the  16  is  cliro- 
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nologically  identical  with  the  last  year  of  Dyn.  XXX  of  the 
Old  Chronicle,  it  may  be  collected  with  tolerable  certainty 
that  in  the  genuine  text  of  the  Canon  also  Dynasties  XXIX 
and  XXX  had  (21  + 38  = ) 59  years,  and  were  identical 
with  those  of  the  Manetho  of  Africanus  except  in  this,  that 
the  4 odd  months  of  Dyn.  XXIX  would  disappear.  The 
first  year  of  Dyn.  XXIX  beginning  with  a.  abr.  1612, 
from  Sept  1 in  B.C.  405,  and  the  last  year  of  Dyn.  XXX 
ending  with  a.  abr.  1670  at  Aug.  31  in  B.c.  346,  one  year 
before  the  end  of  Dyn.  XXX  of  the  Chronicle,  this  last 
year  would  be  the  20th  of  Ochus,  which  Eusebius  accord- 
ingly has  named  as  the  year  of  his  Egyptian  conquest.  And 
consistently  with  his  practice  in  other  similar  cases  he  seems 
in  Book  I.  to  reckon  this  year  as  the  last  of  Nectancbo,  and 
makes  the  last  six  years  of  Ochus,  to  whom  he  gives  26  years, 
to  constitute  the  first  reign  of  Dyn.  XXXI.  And  in  this 
he  is  not  wrong : for  the  last  six  years  of  Ochus,  from  his 
21st  to  his  26th  inclusively,  are  really  those  which  follow 
next  after  the  end  of  Dyn.  XXX  of  the  Chronicle.  The 
conquest,  however,  must  have  been  in  point  of  fact  in  the 
21st  not  the  20th  of  Ochus,  as  otherwise  the  Chronicle 
would  not  have  reckoned  the  20th  of  Ochus  to  Nectanebo, 
nor  would  Manetho  and  Ptolemy  have  concurred  with  it  in 
making  the  year  ending  in  B.C.  345,  not  346,  the  last  of  the 
native  monarchy.  And,  besides  this,  though  Eusebius  in- 
dicates in  his  First  Book  the  21st  of  Ochus  as  the  1st  of  his 
Egyptian  reign,  yet  as  he  makes  this  at  the  same  time  to  be 
the  16th  year  before  the  end  of  Dyn.  XXXI  in  the  autumn 
of  b.c.  330,  it  must  be  chronologically  only  the  20th  not 
the  21st  of  Ochus  ; for  between  the  end  of  his  20th  and  the 
end  of  the  6th  of  Darius  Codomannus,  there  are  in  truth 
only  15  years.  And  in  the  Canon,  where  each  year  was 
exhibited,  Eusebius  must  either  have  given  to  Ochus  only 
25  years  in  all,  instead  of  26,  if  Arses  had  4 as  in  Book  1.; 
or  else,  if  Ochus  had  his  full  26  years,  Eusebius  must  have 
given  to  him  7 years  in  Egypt  from  his  20th  inclusively, 
and  to  Arses  only  3 years,  which  is  his  true  number.  Part 
of  the  confusion  now  visible  in  the  text  of  the  Canon  and  in 
notices  derived  from  it  concerning  the  last  years  of  the 
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Egyptian  scries  has  arisen  perhaps  from  the  different  ways 
in  which  the  reigns  of  Artaxerxes  Mnemon  and  Ochus  may 
be  reckoned,  Artaxerxes  having  reigned  either  40  or  46  and 
Ochus  either  26  or  only  20  years,  according  as  the  6 years 
during  which  Ochus  was  associated  are  reckoned  to  the 
one  or  to  the  other.  So  ostensibly  Dyn.  XXXI  may  have 
begun  in  the  Canon  with  A.  abk.  1671,  the  20th  of  Ochus, 
from  Sept.  1 in  B.C.  346 ; but  really  this  year  was  the  1 8th 
of  Xectanebo,  and  the  reign  of  Ochus  over  Egypt  began  in 
the  year  following.  And  the  16  years  ostensibly  given  by 
Eusebius  to  the  hist  3 Persians,  as  also  the  15  really  belong- 
ing to  them,  ended  with  a.  abk.  1686,  the  6th  of  Darius 
Codomannus,  at  Aug.  31  in  B.C.  330. 

If  now  we  take  a general  survey  of  the  whole  space 
between  the  birth  of  Abraham  and  the  cosinocracy  of  Alex- 
ander in  B.C.  330,  when  Eusebius  coincides  within  a month 
or  two  with  the  true  chronology,  and  note  at  the  chief 
intervals  the  peculiarities  of  his  sacred,  his  Egyptian,  and 
his  Greek  reckoning,  irrespectively  of  any  error  caused  by  his 
beginning  his  years  from  Sept.  1 , or  by  his  treating  Egyptian 
and  Nabonassarian  years  as  identical  with  Julian,  we  find, 
first,  in  his  sacred  scheme  that  the  birth  of  Abraham  is  set 
(b.C.  2160—2016  = ) 144  years  lower  than  it  would  have 
been  set  for  him  by  the  true  chronology  of  the  Scriptures 
and  Josephus  harmonised ; and  all  other  dates  below  it,  in 
like  manner,  down  to  the  25th  year  of  Joshua.  The  acces- 
sion of  Othniel  as  Judge  at  Sept.  1 in  b.c.  1444  is  (144  — 
16  = ) 128  years  too  low  ; that  of  Ehud  in  B.c.  1404  is  (128 

— 18  = ) 110  too  low  ; that  of  Deborah  in  B.c.  1324  is  (110 

— 20  = ) 90  too  low  ; that  of  Gideon  in  B.C.  1284  is  (90  — 7 
= ) 83  too  low  ; that  of  Abimelech  in  B.C.  ‘1244  and  that  of 
Tola  in  b.c.  1241  are  also  each  83  too  low;  but  in  con- 
sequence of  the  omission  in  the  Canon  of  the  23rd  year  of 
Tola  the  accession  of  his  successor  Jair  in  B.c.  1219  is  only 
82  years  too  low.  Then  the  accession  of  Jephthah  in  B.c. 
1197  is  (82  — 18  = ) 64  years  too  low;  and  that  of  Ilesebon 
in  B.C.  1191  is  also  64  too  low.  But,  in  consequence  of  the 
omission  of  Elon  with  10  years,  the  accession  of  Labdon  in 
b.c.  1184  is  only  (64  — 10  = ) 54  years  too  low.  And  lastly 
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that  of  Samson  in  B.C.  1176  is  (54  — 20  = ) 34  too  low. 
Then  the  52  years  of  Samuel’s  minority  and  judgeship  being 
omitted,  while  too  many  years  by  18  in  one  place  or  another 
are  reckoned  below,  the  accession  of  Saul  as  governing 
together  with  Samuel,  instead  of  being  too  low,  is  thrust  up 
to  Sept.  1 in  B.C.  1116,  so  as  to  stand  (52  — 34  = ) 18  years 
too  high.  And  in  like  manner  the  accession  of  David  in  B.c. 
1076,  of  Solomon  in  b.c.  1036,  of  Rehoboam  in  B.c.  996,  of 
Abijahin  B.C.  979,  of  Asa  in  B.C.  976,  and  of  Jehoshaphat  in 
B.c.  935,  are  each  18  years  too  high.  But  that  of  Jehoram 
in  b.c.  910,  owing  to  the  25th  of  Jehoshaphat  having  been 
counted  as  a distinct  and  perfect  year,  is  only  17  too  high. 
And  for  a like  reason  that  of  Ahaziahin  B.C.  902  is  only  16 ; 
and  that  of  Athaliah  in  B.C.  901  is  likewise  16  years  too  high. 
But  those  of  Joash  in  B.C.  894,  of  Amaziah  in  B.c.  854,  of 
Uzziah  in  b.c.  825,  of  Joatkam  in  B.c.  773,  and  of  Ahaz  in 
B.c.  757,  owing  to  the  last  imperfect  year  of  Athaliah  having 
been  reckoned  as  distinct  and  full,  are  only  15,  and  that  of 
Ilezekiah  in  B.C.  741,  owing  to  the  16  of  Jotham  and  the 
16  of  Ahaz  having  been  imperfect,  is  only  14  years  too  high. 
That  of  Manasseh  in  B.C.  712  and  that  of  Amon  in  B.C.  657 
are  also  each  of  them  14  too  high.  But,  Amon  having  too 
many  years  by  10,  the  accession  of  Josiah  in  b.c.  645  is  only 
4 years  too  high ; and  that  of  Jehoiakim  in  B.C.  614  is  only  4 
years.  But  as  he  again  has  a year  too  many,  the  accession 
of  his  successor  Zedckiah  in  B.C.  602  is  only  3 years  too  high. 
The  commencement  of  the  Captivity,  if  it  had  been  placed, 
as  it  ought  to  have  been,  after  his  tenth  year  of  Zedekiah,  in 
B.C.  592,  would  for  him  have  been  4 years  too  high ; but  being 
placed  by  Eusebius  a year  later,  after  his  eleventh  of  Zede- 
kiah, in  B.C.  591,  it  is  for  him  only  3 years  too  high.  The 
end  of  the  43rd  (44th  Syrian)  of  Nebuchadnezzar  and  the 
accession  of  Evil-Merodach,  in  b.c.  566,  and  that  of  Neri- 
glissar  in  B.c.  564,  arc  each  of  them  4 years  too  high,  and  for 
similar  reasons.  But  the  4 years  of  Neriglissar  as  reckoned 
to  precede  the  Persian  accession  of  Cyrus  have  no  chrono- 
logical existence,  being  really  concurrent  with  the  first  4 
years  of  his  reign.  The  Persian  accession  of  Cyrus  is  set, 
according  to  Eusebian  reckoning,  at  its  true  date,  viz.  Sept. 
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1 B.C.  560:  and,  lastly,  the  end  of  the  70th  year  of  the 
Captivity,  being  set  at  Aug.  31  in  B.c.  521,  at  or  before  the 
beginning  of  the  second  year  of  Darius,  is  3 years  too  high, 
its  true  place,  for  Euscbian  reckoning,  being  at  Aug.  31  in 
B.C.  518,  at  the  end  of  his  fourth  year. 

Then,  in  his  Egyptian  series  (Egyptian  years  being  iden- 
tified with  Julian),  his  year  1 of  Menes,  made  to  begin  from 
Sept.  1 in  B.C.  2016,  as  if  parallel  with  a.  abr.  1,  is  really 
the  (2226  — 2016  = ) 211th  year  from  the  true  date  for  the 
accession  of  Menes,  which  instead  of  being  coincident  was 
(2226  —2160=  ) 66  years,  as  Eusebius  would  have  reckoned, 
before  the  birth  of  Abraham.  The  commencement  of  the 
Shepherd  dynasty,  being  set  in  B.C.  (2016—190=)  1826, 
is  (owing  to  the  omission  of  the  Memphites)  only  (210— 103 
= ) 107  years  too  low;  and  as  it  has  (184  — 103  = ) 81  years 
too  few,  the  commencement  of  the  next  dynasty,  viz.  Dyn. 
XVIII,  in  B.C.  (1826-103  = ) 1723  is  only  (107 -81  = ) 
26  years  too  low.  The  date  which  he  assigns  to  the  Exodus 
after  the  212th  year  of  this  dynasty,  that  is,  after  Aug.  31 
in  B.C.  1511,  would  place  it  by  the  lists  of  the  original  Ma- 
nctho,  preserved  by  Josephus,  after  the  5th  year  of  Rathotis, 
who  so  would  not  be  drowned  in  the  Red  Sea,  any  more 
than  his  sister,  or  the  double  of  his  sister,  to  unsex  and  to 
drown  whom  Eusebius  has  taken  so  much  trouble.  Down 
to  the  178th  year  of  his  Dyn.  XX  Eusebius’s  Egyptian 
dates,  irrespectively  of  any  particular  dislocations,  will  con- 
tinue to  be  all  26  years  too  low.  Then  the  head  of  his  Dyn. 
XXII,  that  is,  the  accession  of  Shiahonk  I.,  set  by  him  in 
B.C.  873,  is  (26  + 80  = ) 106  years  too  low:  but  the  same 
dynasty,  having  72  years  too  few,  ends  in  b.c.  824,  only 
(106  — 72  = ) 34  years  too  low.  The  two  reigns  ofOsorchon 
and  Psammis,  answering  to  Dyn.  XXIII  of  the  Chronicle, 
and  beginning  for  Eusebius  in  B.C.  (824  — 25  = ) 799,  begin 
(34  + 25  = 59  — 49  = ) 11  years  too  low.  The  commence- 
ments of  the  Saite  Dyn.  XXIV  in  B.c.  (799  — 19  = ) 780, 
of  the  Ethiopian  Dyn.  XXV  in  B.C.  (780  — 44  = ) 736,  and 
of  the  Saite  Dyn.  XXVI  in  B.C.  (736—44  = ) 692,  are  also 
each  11  years  too  low.  The  end  of  Dyn.  XXVI  in  b.c. 
(692—167  = ) 525  is  one  year  too  low.  Dyn.  XXVII,  with 
120  years  beginning  with  the  6th  of  Cambyscs  and  ending 
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with  the  19th  of  Nothua,  ends  rightly  in  B.C.  405.  But 
then  Dyn.  XXIX,  as  only  21  years  are  given  to  it,  ends  in 
B.C.  384  one  year  too  high.  And  this  again  draws  up  all  the 
38  years  of  Dyn.  XXX,  so  that  they  also  end  one  year  too 
high,  in  BC.  346  instead  of  B.C.  345;  and  the  18th  and  last 
of  Nectanebo  II.  is  parallel  with  the  19th  Persian  year  of 
Oehus,  instead  of  being  parallel  with  his  20th.  In  con- 
sequence 16  years,  instead  of  15,  are  given  in  Dyn.  XXXI 
as  the  interval  between  the  Persian  conquest  of  Ochus  and 
the  cosmocracy  of  Alexander,  upon  the  death  of  Darius, 
which  is  rightly  set  at  Sept.  1,  in  B.C.  330. 

Of  his  Greek  and  other  heathen  reckonings  it  may  be 
observed  that  he  is  at  no  pains,  generally  speaking,  to  shorten 
them  in  the  same  proportion  in  which  he  curtails  the  Hebrew 
chronology,  but  takes  them  often  nearly  as  they  stood  with 
Africnnus,  and  finds  Hebrew  antiquity  to  be  still  sufficiently 
superior.  From  the  Assyrian  list  indeed  (so  Syncellus  says) 
he  omits  4 kings,  so  leaving  only  42  years  of  Ninus  (for  the 
reign  of  Belus  he  regards  as  fabulous)  before  the  birth  of 
Abraham.  And  of  the  Sicyonian  list  he  allows  one  whole 
reign  of  ASgialeus,  viz.  52  years,  and  the  first  22  of  the 
second  king,  Europs,  making  74  in  all,  to  be  anterior  to 
Abraham,  whereas  according  to  Africanus  the  1st  year  of 
vEgialcus  was  parallel  with  the  28th  of  Jacob.  But  the  foun- 
dation of  Argos  by  Inachus  Eusebius  places  after  his  A.M. 
3341,  that  is  160  years  after  the  birth  of  Abraham,  in  B.c. 
1856,  at  an  interval  of  673  years  above  Eratosthenes’s  date 
for  Troy.  The  Flood  of  Ogyges  he  marks  100  years  later, 
after  his  a,m.  3444,  A.  abr.  260,  the  51st  of  Phoroneus,  in 
B.c.  1756.  After  a.m.  3708,  a.  abr.  525,  ending  in  b.c. 
1492,  he  has  a note  in  his  Canon  “ Danaiduin  res,”  meaning 
“ the  affair  of  the  50  daughters  of  Danaus  and  their  50  cou- 
sins the  sons  of  iEgyptus ; ” so  that,  if  any  one  likes  here  to 
amuse  himself,  he  may  consider  that  Danaus  and  Aigyptus 
having  the  one  50  sons,  and  the  other  50  daughters,  grown 
up  must  at  this  date  be  themselves  at  least  50  years  of  age. 
Then,  8 years  later,  we  find  A.  abr.  533  ending  in  b.c.  1484 
(301  years  above  Eratosthenes’s  date  for  Troy)  paralleled 
with  the  5th  and  last  year  of  Armais  or  Danaus  in  Egypt 
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Whether  he  wandered  like  Ulysses  in  the  mean  time  is  not 
said;  hut  after  10  more  years  a.  abr.  544  is  marked  as  the 
1st  year  of  Danaus  at  Argos;  and  he  reigns  there  50  years, 
dying  as  it  seems  after  A.  abr.  593,  in  B.C.  1423,  at  the  age, 
as  it  may  seem,  of  at  least  118  years;  while  his  brother 
./Egypt us  who  reigned  after  expelling  him  f>8  years  in 
Egypt,  dies  8 years  later,  after  a.  abr.  601,  in  B.C.  1415, 
and  so  at  the  age  of  at  least  126  years.  But  since  every 
fable  must  have  some  source,  and  Eusebius  has  really  fixed 
this  fable  to  the  historical  king  (Ramoses  II.)  alluded  to, 
though  only  circuitously,  by  Manetho,  this  may  be  the  proper 
place  at  which  to  mention  the  singular  fact,  that  from  the 
sculptures  (unhappily  much  damaged)  of  the  temple  at 
Seboua  it  appears  that  Raineses  II.  had  in  truth  no  fewer 
than  1 1 1 sons  and  59  daughters,  so  that  he  might  well  spare 
50  of  them  for  Greek  fable  to  give  to  his  brother.  ( Brugscli , 

Hist.  D'Egypte,  p.  164.) 

In  several  of  the  notices  inserted  by  Eusebius  into  his 
Canon  there  are  signs  of  a disposition  in  their  authors  to 
turn  the  tables  upon  the  Egyptians,  as  if  by  an,  amusing 
kind  of  mimicry.  Thus  at  A.  abr.  279,  ending  in  B.c. 

1738,  there  is  a note  that  Apis,  of  whose  reign  at  Argos  this 
was  the  9th  year,  now  colonised  Egypt  and  “ built  Mem- 
phis,” continuing  however  to  reign  on  at  Argos  for  26  years 
longer.  And  as  late  as  a.  abr.  498,  ending  in  B.C.  1519, 
only  7 years  before  his  date  for  the  Exodus,  he  lets  us  know 
that  Io,  having  wandered  from  Argos,  was  now  in  Egypt, 
where  she  was  named  Isis,  and  her  son  Epaphus,  born  there, 
is  Apis  or  Serapis. 

Instead  of  that  synchronism  of  Inachus  which  many  had 
adopted  for  the  Exodus  from  Ptolemy,  Apion,  and  Josephus, 
or  that  of  Ogyges  and  Phoroneus  which  Africanus  had 
substituted,  Eusebius  points  out  the  fact  that,  even  with 
all  those  reductions  which  he  has  made,  the  Exodus  appears 
in  his  Canon  in  the  time  of  Cecrops  the  first  king  of  Athens; 
and  Cccrops  is  earlier  than  almost  all  the  famous  personages 
and  events  of  Greek  fable.  It  appears,  in  fact,  after  his  45th 
year,  in  b.c.  1511.  What  his  dates  for  each  of  those 
later  Greek  personages  and  events  which  he  enumerates  as  / 
at  cr  than  Cecrops,  and  so  than  Moses,  may  be,  it  is  unne- 
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cessary  here  to  specify,  as  they  do  not  bear  directly  on  the 
Egyptian  lists,  and  they  may  be  seen  in  that  epitome  of  the 
Canon  which  will  be  subjoined.  But  if  we  pass  on  to  his 
date  for  Troy,  it  seems  that  he  puts  this  2 or  3 years  later 
than  Eratosthenes,  viz.  after  the  23rd  year  of  Mnestheus  of 
Athens,  a.  abii.  835,  being  his  3rd  for  Labdon,  which  ends 
in  B.c.  1181.  For  what  reason  he  so  varied  from  the  date 
of  Eratosthenes  is  not  apparent,  unless  it  were  in  order  to 
make- the  synchronism  coincide  exactly  with  the  end  of  the 
7th  and  last  year  of  Thouoris  and  of  Dyn.  XIX,  which 
ends  for  him  at  Aug.  31  in  B.C.  1181.  He  observes  that 
from  Troy  up  to  the  birth  of  Moses  are  411  and  down  to 
Olymp.  1 are  408  years.  But  from  Sept.  1 in  B.C.  (1511  + 
80  = ) 1591,  his  date  for  the  birth  of  Moses,  411  years  would 
end  at  Aug.  31  in  b.c.  1180,  while  reckoned  up  from  Sept. 
1 in  b.c.  777,  the  beginning  of  his  year  paralleled  with 
Olymp.  I a,  405  years  will  appear  to  have  begun  from 
Sept.  1 in  B.C.  1182.  He  is  reckoning  then  loosely,  after 
his  custom,  going  up  80  years  from  the  beginning  of  the 
year  after  which  he  marks  the  Exodus,  that  is,  from  Sept.  1 
in  B.C.  1512,  to  the  year  of  the  birth  of  Moses,  which  so  is 
in  b.c.(1512  + 80  = ) 1592,  and  then  reckoning  down  from  it 
4 1 1 years  to  end  in  B.C.  1181.  And  in  like  manner  he 
reckons  down  to  Olymp.  1 not  from  the  end  of  a.  abii.  835, 
the  7th  of  Thouoris,  in  B.C.  1 181,  but  from  the  beginning' in 
B.c.  1182,  and  so  makes  405  years  to  B.C.  (1 182  — 405=)  777. 
It  is  before  this  date  that  he  “ suppresses  the  4 Assyrian 
kings  [of  Anianus  ?],  viz.  Arabelus  with  42,  Chalaus  with 
45,  Anebus  with  38,  and  Babius  with  37,  making  in  all  162 
years,  in  order  that  his  own  date  for  Troy  may  fall  within  the 
reign  of  Teutamus.”  Syncellus,  having  a much  longer  chro- 
nology, “ reinserts  ” these  kings,  but  about  80  years  later, 
after  the  reign  of  Teutmus.  The  end  of  the  reign  of  Sardana- 
palus  and  of  the  Assyrian  monarchy  is  put  by  Eusebius  after 
a.  abr.  1196,  in  B.c.  820;  but  Syncellus’s  list  reckoned  up 
from  his  own  point  puts  Ninus  at  b.c.  (825  + 51  + 1306+48 
= ) 2230,  just  above  the  true  epoch  of  Menes,  and  41  years 
(with  Eusebius  42)  above  the  birth  of  Abraham.  And  the  1st 
of  Belus  is  55  years  higher  in  B.C.  2285  after  a.m.  3215. 
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In  the  lower  part  of  his  scale  an  excess  of  2 years  in  the 
reigns  of  the  Macedonians  is  caused  by  his  giving  to  Pto- 
lemy Lagi  20  instead  of  19  years  from  the  death  of  Alex- 
ander to  his  assumption  of  a crown  in  Egypt,  and  by 
another  similar  inadvertence  below.  But  this  is  compen- 
sated by  his  bringing  down  the  deaths  of  Antony  and  Cleo- 
patra 2 years  too  low,  to  the  end  of  his  a.m.  5173,  in  B.C. 
28,  so  that  there  is  no  insertion  of  unchronological  years, 
but  only  a misplacement  of  events.  The  56  years  which  he 
gives  to  Augustus  begin  from  Sept  1 in  B.C.  43,  the  year 
after  the  death  of  Julius  Casar.  About  the  reign  of  Herod  he 
blunders  strangely.  He  gives  to  him  37  years  beginning  with 
his  year  of  Augustus  1 1 from  Sept  1 in  B.C.  33,  and  ending 
at  Aug.  31  in  a.d.  5.  The  error  may  perhaps  be  accounted 
for  thus : Herod  really  reigned  either  34  or  37  years  from 
two  distinct  accessions  between  which  there  was  an  interval 
of  3 years,  his  first  accession  being  when  he  was  made  king 
by  the  Roman  Senate  in  B.c.  40,  his  second  when  with  the 
aid  of  Sosius  he  had  taken  Jerusalem  in  B.C.  37.  Eusebius, 
instead  of  reckoning  the  interval  of  3 years  from  B.c.  40  to 
B.c.  37,  reckoned  it  from  b.c.  36  to  b.c.  33  : and,  instead  of 
reckoning  the  longer  reign  of  37  years  from  the  commence- 
ment of  the  3 years’  interval  above  B.c.  37,  he  reckoned  it 
from  the  end  of  a 3 years’  interval  below,  B.c.  36  ; though,  if 
htfliad  supposed  the  date  of  the  first  accession  to  be  in  B.C. 
36,  he  ought  to  have  reckoned  only  34  years,  not  37,  from 
the  supposed  later  accession  in  b.c.  33.  The  date  indicated 
underneath  these  mistakes  for  the  death  of  Herod  is  some 
day  of  the  Eusebian  year  current  between  Sept.  1 in  b.c. 
4 and  Aug.  31  in  b.c.  3,  which  is  one  year  too  low. 

It  remains  to  give  an  account  of  the  Eusebian  text  of  those 
xv  dynasties  of  Africanus  which  though  not  to  be  used  in  the 
Canon  were  still  admitted  by  Eusebius  into  his  First  Book,  and 
which  are  exhibited  both  in  the  Armenian  version  of  that  book 
and  in  the  transcript  made  from  the  Greek  by  Syncellus. 

With  respect  then  to  Africanus’s  first  xv  dynasties  of 
kings,  or  those  which  Eusebius  has  made  to  stand  as  such 
(since  he  has  made  Dyn.  XVII  of  Africanus  to  stand  as 
XVI,  Dyn.  XV  as  XVII,  and  Dyn.  XVI  as  XV),  it  has 
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been  already  observed  that  be  spared  himself  the  trouble  of 
examining  whether  any  of  them  were  historical  and,  if  so, 
identical  or  contemporary  with  any  of  the  xv  dynasties  of 
kings  in  the  Old  Chronicle.  And  though  in  his  Book  I.  he 
transcribes  from  Africanus  the  explanation  that,  a number  of 
dynasties  having  in  early  times  existed  together  in  Egypt, 
there  is  no  great  difficulty  even  if  one  finds  two  or  three 
times  as  many  years  and  kings  as  there  is  room  for  in  single 
succession,  — and  again  the  notice,  that  some  writers  of 
repute  for  exactness  had  explained  the  vast  periods  of  the 
Gods  to  be  made  up  of  month-years,  — and  though  he  even 
seems  to  appropriate  what  had  been  said  by  Africanus  in  the 
first  person,  as  if  adopting  these  explanations  for  himself, 
and  understanding  the  reigns  of  the  Gods  to  cover  the  time 
of  the  antediluvians  down  to  the  Flood  and  to  the  Disper- 
sion, it  does  not  seem  that  Eusebius  really  adopted  or  made 
any  practical  application  of  either  of  the  two  principles  of 
explanation  above  stated.  Neither  in  his  First,  nor  in  his 
Second  Book,  is  there  any  hint  in  his  lists  of  contemporary 
dynasties,  except  in  the  case  of  Dyn.  XXVIII  of  Afri- 
canus : and  in  one  dynasty,  Dyn.  XYII  of  Africanus,  where 
he  found  two  distinct  lines  of  kings  expressly  named  as 
concurrent,  he  has  simply  expunged  one  of  them.  We  arc 
told,  moreover,  by  Syncellus,  that  Anianus  and  l’auodorus, 
or  I’anodorus  at  any  rate,  blamed  Eusebius  for  this  very 
reason,  that  he  had  rejected  the  expedient  of  reducing  the 
vast  periods  of  the  Egyptians  as  if  from  months  to  true 
years,  and  had  failed  to  perceive  that  by  such  reduction 
they  were  really  reconcilable  with  the  true  chronology  of 
the  world,  as  they  themselves  undertook  to  show. 

This  being  so,  when  one  compares  the  first  xv  dynasties 
given  by  Syncellus  from  Book  I.  of  Eusebius  with  the  same 
dynasties  also  transcribed  by  him  from  Africanus,  it  is 
natural  in  the  first  instance  to  expect  that  there  will  be  little 
or  no  difference;  and  that  such  differences  as  may  here  and 
there  exist  will  be  real  variants,  available  towards  ascer- 
taining the  genuine  text  of  Africanus  and  Ptolemy,  or  even 
(indirectly)  of  the  original  Manetho.  For  Eusebius,  one 
would  think,  could  have  no  motive  for  altering  materials  not 
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intended  to  be  used.  Those  other  dynasties  which  he  meant 
to  work  up  into  his  Canon  he  had  an  obvious  motive  for 
altering ; and  as  we  know  both  by  whom  and  for  what  par- 
ticular purpose  nearly  every  one  of  those  alterations  which 
appear  in  his  xv  or  xvi  later  dynasties  (from  Dyn.  XVI 
to  XXXI)  was  made,  his  peculiarities  in  those  dynasties 
cannot  be  mistaken  for  variants,  nor  can  any  critical  im- 
portance be  attached  to  them.  But  with  the  xv  earlier 
dynasties  the  contrary  would  seem  to  be  the  case. 

It  may  be  true  indeed  that  in  some  few  instances  the  text 
of  Eusebius  does  present  variants  from  that  of  Africanus. 
For  instance,  when  he  gives  for  Dyn.  I a sum  of  252  instead 
of  253  years,  differing  by  only  one  year,  any  one  who 
knows  that  the  original  Manetho  gave  the  reigns  with  their 
odd  months  may  reasonably  suspect  that  in  this  instance  the 
original  Manetho  had  252  years  and  some  months.  So,  too, 
the  sums  of  297  instead  of  302  years  for  Dyn.  II,  of  198  or, 
ns  the  Armenian  text  has  it,  197,  instead  of  214  for  Dyn.  Ill, 
and  of  182  instead  of  160  for  the  reigns  of  Dyn.  XII,  may 
possibly  be  variants.  Just  as  in  the  later  dynasties  the  ex- 
hibition in  Dyn.  XVIII  of  the  25  years  of  Amosis  and  of  a 
series  of  reigns  making  up  exactly  or  very  nearly  the  given 
sum  of  348  years,  is  no  doubt  derived  from  a different  and 
a far  more  perfect  copy  of  Africanus  than  that  used  by 
Syncellus.  And  in  Dyn.  XXVI  Eusebius’s  first  name, 
Ammeris,  whether  from  the  same  more  perfect  copy  of  Afri- 
canus or  not,  is  certainly  from  an  Egyptian  source,  and  a 
very  valuable  variation  from  the  text  of  Syncellus.  But,  if 
one  is  to  speak  of  them  generally,  Eusebius’s  variations 
from  the  text  of  Africanus  in  his  first  xv  dynasties,  though 
quite  unlike  those  in  the  dynasties  following,  are  still  both 
too  many  and  too  considerable  to  be  regarded  for  a moment 
either  ns  variants  or  as  results  of  mere  carelessness,  while 
yet  they  are  accompanied  by  such  plain  signs  of  extreme 
carelessness  in  transcribing  and  of  off-handed  arbitrariness  in 
altering,  as  to  justify  a doubt  whether  there  is  much  or  any- 
thing in  them  to  be  ascribed  to  further  causes. 

After  exhibiting  in  Dyn.  I a text  rather  fuller  than  that 
of  the  Africanus  of  Syncellus  he  almost  immediately  after- 
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wards,  in  Dyn.  II,  begins  to  transcribe  lazily,  omitting  here 
and  there  several  kings  together  as  unimportant,  and  club- 
bing  together  their  years.  And  by  the  time  that  he  has 
reached  Dyn.  IV  he  is  so  careless  that  he  transcribes  only 
one  name ; and  so  not  only  omits  two  out  of  the  three  kings 
whose  names  from  the  time  of  Herodotus  had  been  associated 
with  the  three  great  pyramids,  but  even  in  mentioning  'the 
greatest  of  them  he  names  as  its  builder  the  third  king  of 
the  dynasty,  that  is,  Suphis  IL,  instead  of  the  second  king, 
Suphis  I.,  who  was  really  “ the  Cheops  of  Herodotus,”  and 
to  whom  this  notice,  copied  word  for  word  by  Eusebius,  was 
attached  by  Africanus.  Instead  of  the  viii  kings  who  are 
all  named  in  order  by  Ptolemy  he  gives  for  this  dynasty  in 
the  heading  prefixed  a number  of  xvii,  being  really  the  joint 
number  (viii  + ix  = xvii)  of  Dynasties  IV  and  V;  and  in- 
stead of  277  or  284  years,  the  sums  of  the  original  Manetho 
and  of  Africanus,  he  gives  it  a sum  of  448  years,  the  400 
being  the  joint  sum  of  the  hundreds  of  Dynasties  IV  and  V 
taken  together,  and  the  48  being  the  decades  and  units  of 
Dyn.  V ; whereas  the  joint  sum  of  the  two  dynasties  to- 
gether, to  be  complete,  should  have  been  (284  + 248  = ) 532 
years.  After  this  it  would  have  been  only  consistent  to 
make  no  separate  mention  of  the  next  dynasty,  Dyn.  V, 
called  Elcphantinite,  seeing  that  though  he  may  have 
dropped  84  years  belonging  to  Dyn.  IV,  he  has  consolidated 
with  it,  and  given  already  under  its  heading  as  Memphites, 
all  the  ix  kings  and  all  the  248  years  of  Dyn.  V.  Yet, 
instead  of  simply  passing  on  to  Dyn.  VI,  he  splits  that 
dynasty  into  two;  and  first,  after  prefixing  a heading  in 
which  his  “ Dyn.  V ” is  designated  **  Elephantinite,”  he 
gives  to  it  a number  of  xxxi  kings,  of  whom  iv  are  really, 
as  it  seems,  those  iv  which  he  means  to  leave  to  Dyn.  VI, 
while  the  other  xxvii  seem  to  be  the  xxvii  of  Dyn.  VIII. 
Under  this  heading  he  then  names  two  kings  who,  instead 
of  being  any  of  Manetho’s  ix  “ Elephantinites,”  are  the 
first  and  the  fourth  kings  of  the  six  “ Memphites  ” of 
Dyn.  VI.  Thus  these  two  kings  are  virtually  placed 
among  the  (yiii  + ix=)  xvii  of  the  heading  of  his  own  Dyn. 
IV.  And  four  only  are  left  to  be  named,  or  reckoned 
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without  being  named,  under  Dyn.  VI.  And  the  first  of  these 
two  kings,  Othoes,  he  names  without  specifying  the  length 
of  his  reign.  To  the  other,  Phiops  (the  fourth  really  of 
Dyn.  VI),  as  he  simply  transcribes  the  notice  of  Ma- 
netho  that  he  reigned  from  the  age  of  6 to  that  of  100, 
and  gives  no  sum  of  years  for  the  dynasty,  he  may  be 
supposed  to  reckon  only  94  years,  though  Syncellus  makes 
out  of  the  100  years  of  bis  life  a sum  for  the  dynasty. 
Passing  on,  instead  of  giving  to  Dyn.  VI  its  designation  of 
Memphite  or  its  number  of  vi  kings,  or  at  any  rate  the  iv 
still  remaining  to  it,  Eusebius  begins  it  abruptly  thus: 
“ Dyn.  VI.  A woman  reigned,  Nitocris  by  name”  (hers  being 
really  the  last  reign  of  the  dynasty),  “ the  bravest  and  most 
beautiful  person  of  her  time ; she  was  of  fair  complexion,  and 
is  said  to  have  built  the  third  pyramid.”  The  Armenian 
rendering  of  the  Greek  word  (avdr)  is  here  remarkable, 
“flava,  ritbris  genis ,”  as  it  is  an  exact  translation  of  the 
name  of  Rlwdopis,  from  whom  no  doubt  both  the  beauty,  the 
peculiar  complexion,  and  the  building  of  the  third  pyramid 
passed  to  the  name  Nitocris,  and  through  this  name  to  the 
queen  Nitocris  of  Dyn.  VI.  After  this  exhibition  of  the 
dynasty  there  follows  the  sum  of  its  years  introduced  by  the 
plural  relative  in  the  masculine  gender  “ who  ” (that  is, 
which  kings)  “reigned  in  all  203  years.”  One  might  have 
expected  that,  after  transferring  two  out  of  the  six  kings  to 
the  preceding  dynasty,  either  both  their  reigns,  or  at  least  the 
94  or  100  years  of  Phiops  which  were  named,  would  be  now 
deducted.  But  nothing  of  the  kind.  The  sum  given  is  the 
full  unaltered  sum  of  all  the  vi  reigns  of  Dyn.  VI  of  Afri- 
canus.  Both  the  reign  of  Othoes,  and  the  94  years  of  the 
reign,  nay,  all  the  1 00  years  of  the  life  of  Phiops  arc  in- 
cluded : that  is,  they  are  simply  reckoned  twice  over,  as  it 
were  in  one  breath.  Well,  indeed,  may  Syncellus  here  ex- 
claim, as  he  does,  and  bid  his  reader  “observe  how  very 
far  Eusebius  falls  short  of  Africanus  in  accuracy,  both  as 
regards  the  number  of  the  kings,  and  in  omitting  names,  and 
either  omitting  or  varying  the  years,  though  he  seems” 
except  in  these  his  faults  “ to  be  copying  almost  word  for 
word  from  Africanus.”  This  indeed  was  precisely  the  case. 
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He  must  have  been  both  lazy  and  careless,  or  arbitrary  to 
the  last  degree,  and  so  sleepy  besides  as  scarcely  to  know 
or  care  what  he  did.  And  the  wonder  is  that  such  a per- 
formance should  have  come  down  to  us  uncorrected,  just  as 
if  it  had  been  printed  off,  as  fast  as  written,  or  engraved 
once  for  all  on  steel  or  on  the  rock,  so  that  it  could  neither 
be  cancelled  nor  amended. 

For  Dyn.  VII  the  Greek  text  of  Syncellus  instead  of  lxx 
has  only  v kings  (and,  certainly,  if  Eusebius  was  to  alter,  a 
plausible  motive  for  altering  was  here  not  wanting);  but 
instead  of  any  corresponding  alteration  in  the  duration  of 
the  dynasty,  the  “70  days”  of  Africanus  receive  an  unmean- 
ing addition  of  5 more  days,  so  that  v instead  of  lxx  kings, 
are  said  to  reign  between  them  75  instead  of  70  days,  being 
1 5 days  instead  of  1 day  each.  In  this  change  the  gain  is  not 
great;  but  the  Armenian  version  instead  of  75  days  has  75 
years, which  is  probably  the  true  reading,  as  it  makes  a change 
in  the  reigns  analogous  to  that  made  in  the  number  of  the 
kings.  The  next  dynasty,  Dyn.  VIII,  has,  according  to 
Syncellus,  v Memphite  kings  and  one  round  hundred  of 
years.  But  the  Armenian  text  has  ix  kings,  and  a marginal 
variant  of  xix,  with  the  6ame  sum  of  100  years.  If  Euse- 
bius in  the  last  dynasty,  Dyn.  VII,  made  an  alteration  with 
the  view  of  geting  rid  of  a manifest  and  excessive  impro- 
bability, it  is  not  likely  that  now  in  Dyn.  VIII  he  should 
wantonly  create  fresh  improbabilities  of  his  own.  But,  as 
the  text  stands,  the  two  dynasties,  VIII  and  IX,  having  the 
one  iv  and  the  other  v kings,  with  exactly  the  same  sum  of 
one  round  century  each,  scarcely  look  more  historical  than 
the  dynasties  of  Africanus  from  which  they  are  altered. 
And  Dyn.  VIII  having  originally  had  only  146  or  142 
years,  it  is  unlikely  that  for  so  small  a gain  as  42  years 
Eusebius  should  create  a new  and  manifest  improbability, 
while  in  the  next  dynasty,  Dyn.  IX,  which  had  409  years, 
if  he  had  reasons  for  reducing  the  sum  total  of  years  in  these 
dynasties,  there  was  something  tangible  in  a retrenchment  of 
above  300  years ; and  this  retrenchment  being  made  in 
Dyn.  IX,  the  100  years  really  given  only  to  it  might  easily 
produce  a corruption  of  the  text  in  the  line  above  giving 
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the  same  number  of  100  (instead  of  142)  to  Dyn.  VIII  also. 
We  shall  therefore  for  this  reason,  and  for  another  which  will 
appear  below,  depart  in  this  one  instance  both  from  Syn- 
cellus  and  from  the  Armenian  version  ; and  we  shall  suppose 
the  genuine  sum  of  Dyn.  VIII  to  have  been  for  Eusebius 
142,  as  in  Syncellus’s  text  of  Africanus.  And  for  the  num- 
ber of  its  kings  too,  seeing  that  its  true  number,  viz.  xxvii, 
was  out  of  proportion  to  142  years,  and  that  these  xxvii 
have  besides  been  most  likely  reckoned  already  among  the 
xxxi  Elephantinites  of  Dyn.  V,  and  there  might  seem  some 
improbability  in  two  dynasties  in  succession  having  exactly 
the  same  number  of  xix  kings,  we  shall  here  prefer  the 
marginal  reading  of  the  Armenian  text,  and  suppose  that 
Eusebius  drew  up  and  gave  to  his  Dyn.  VIII  that  number 
of  xix  kings  which  really  belonged  to  Dyn.  IX  of  Africanus, 
in  like  manner  as  he  has  twice  already  in  his  headings  drawn 
up  and  anticipated  the  kings  of  dynasties  which  were  to 
follow.  Then  in  Dyn.  IX  he  allowed  himself  to  change 
both  the  sum  of  its  years,  giving  it  one  round  hundred 
instead  of  409,  and  also  the  number  of  its  kings,  giving  it 
only  iv  instead  of  xix. 

As  for  the  name  of  the  tyrant  Ac-th-oes  “ who  did  more 
evil  to  all  Egypt  than  any  other  king,  and  eventually  went 
mad,  and  was  killed  by  a crocodile,”  Eusebius  has  retained 
this  notice.  It  is  not  easy  to  say  for  certain  what  may  be  its 
origin.  But  as  all  the  kings  of  Ptolemy’s  Dynasties  VIII 
and  IX  are  mere  doubles  and  nonentities  (see  above  p.  54 1 
in  Ch.  IV.),  and  only  the  years  which  they  seem  to  hold  are 
historical ; and  as,  besides,  those  historical  kings  of  whom  they 
are  the  doubles  were  certainly  none  of  them  ever  tyrants  over 
“ all  Egypt,”  we  are  driven  to  cast  about  for  some  king  who 
teas  in  the  eyes  of  the  Egyptians  a more  merciless  and  de- 
structive tyrant  than  all  others,  and  throughout  all  Egypt. 
This  pre-eminence  will  perhaps  belong  rather  to  the  Persian 
Oclius,  than  to  any  other.  And  even  the  name  'A)(66t)s 
may  be  his,  as  the  os  or  oijr  is  only  the  Greek  termination,  and 
the  0 or  t is  the  common  Egyptian  formative,  which  is  some- 
times omitted  and  sometimes  added.  The  first  syllable 
alone  then  AX  or  DX  is  the  name  proper ; and  the  crocodile 
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which  had  the  wit  to  slay  him  in  his  madness  and  make 
cats’  meat  of  his  flesh  was  the  Egyptian  eunuch  Bagoas, 
whose  original  name  may  have  been  Asycliis,  or  Petesuccus, 
and  who  at  any  rate  was  the  representative  of  poetical  jus- 
tice, and  of  Sebak-Ka.  In  like  manner  the  strange  entry  in 
Dyn.  I,  that  the  Osirified  Menes  himself,  the  founder  of  the 
monarchy,  the  prototype,  perhaps,  of  the  sacred  bull  Menai 
of  Heliopolis,  after  his  long  and  glorious  reign  was  “ slain 
by  a hippopotamus”  means,  perhaps,  nothing  more  than  this, 
that  like  the  ancestor  of  mankind,  Osiris,  he  was  slain  by  the 
malignant  deity  Typhon,  one  of  whose  hieroglyphs  was  the 
hippopotamus.  But  to  return  to  Eusebius: 

Dynasties  X and  XI  are  transcribed  from  Africanus  un- 
altered ; and  what  is  remarkable  is  that,  after  those  changes 
which  have  been  recounted,  either  he  himself,  or  rather  some 
later  copyist  for  him,  transcribes  from  Africanus  the  sum 
both  of  the  kings  and  of  the  years  of  Manetho’a  (that  is,  of 
Ptolemy’s)  Book  I.  almost  unchanged,  viz.  "192  kings  and 
2300  years.”  But  as  we  have  now  followed, and  in  one  place 
conjecturally  restored,  the  text  of  Eusebius,  he  makes  to  the 
end  of  Book  I.  of  the  Manetho  of  Africanus  only  8 + 9 + 8 + 
(8  -|- 9) + (4  + 27)  + 7 + 5+19  + 4 + 19+16  + 1 — 87 instead  of 
192  kings,  and  252  + 297  + 197  [Arm.]  +(200  + 248)  + 
94  + 203  + 75  + 142  [variant  of  Syncellus  in  lists  of  Afri- 
canus] + 100+  185  +59  = 2052  instead  of  2300 or  2303  years. 

On  coming  to  Book  II.  of  the  Manetho  of  Africanus,  Eu- 
sebius gives  Dyn.  XII  with  two  remarkable  variations ; one 
in  the  reigns,  which  with  him  when  actually  added  up  make 
22  years  more  than  with  Africanus,  viz.  182  instead  of  160 
years.  This  is  remarkable  because  suppressions  were 
really  made  by  Manetho  in  the  later  part  of  this  dynasty, 
so  that  Eusebius’s  reckoning  of  42,  instead  of  20  years,  to 
the  last  three  reigns  (which  unluckily  he  clubs  together 
without  names),  to  whatever  cause  it  may  be  owing,  is,  in 
fact,  so  far  as  it  goes,  a chronological  restoration ; and  if  he 
had  only  given  them  all  to  the  single  immediate  successor, 
instead  of  the  successors,  in  the  plural,  of  the  fourth  of  the 
seven  kings,  that  is  to  Amenemhe  III.  standing  as  Ame- 
nemhe  IV.,  and  had  left  it  open  to  add  or  to  understand  12 
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or  13  years  besides  for  the  last  two  reigns  of  the  dynasty, 
he  would  have  been  very  near  to  the  truth.  The  other  pecu- 
liarity is  in  the  sum  given  for  the  dynasty,  which  with  him 
is  245  years.  And  as  the  Greek  and  the  Armenian  texts 
agree  there  is  no  reason  to  dispute  its  genuineness,  though 
it  is  plain  that  Eusebius  could  not  even  hope  to  exhibit  this 
sum  in  detail  as  divided  among  the  vii  kings.  In  Dyn. 
XIII  he  has  the  same  number  of  lx  kings,  and  the  same 
sum  of  453  years  as  Africanus.  In  Dyn.  XIV  too  he 
transcribes  faithfully  both  the  lxxvi  kings  and  their  in- 
adequate allowance  of  184  years.  In  his  Dyn.  XV,  which  (as 
he  has  taken  and  altered  Dynasties  XVII  and  XV  of  Afri- 
canus to  stand  as  XVI  and  XVII  for  use  in  his  Canon) 
really  answers  to  Dyn.  XVI  of  Africanus,  nearly  everything 
seems  to  be  his  own.  For  Dyn.  XVI  of  Africanus  is  a 
dynasty  of  “ xxxii  other  Shepherds”  with  518  years;  but 
Dyn.  XV  of  Eusebius,  answering  to  it,  is  a dynasty  of 
“ Thebans,”  whose  number  is  not  given,  with  250  years. 
The  years  in  truth  answer  rather  to  the  284  years  of  the  dis- 
placed Dyn.  XV  of  Africanus  than  to  those  of  any  other ; 
and  they  differ  by  only  9 or  10  from  the  sum  of  that  same 
dynasty  in  the  lists  of  the  original  Manetho.  But  it  matters 
little  or  nothing  with  what  they  are  compared. 

Having  reached  the  point  at  which  Eusebius  enters  upon 
those  later  dynasties  which  he  has  altered  much  more  ex- 
tensively, or  rather  recast  altogether,  in  preparation  for  his 
Canon,  we  have  now  only  to  add  up  those  kings  and  years 
which  he  has  hitherto  enumerated  as  if  from  Book  II.  of 
the  Manetho  of  Africanus.  The  kings  then  are  7 + 60  + 76 
+ z,  making  in  all  143,  with  some  unknown  number  besides 
for  his  Dyn.  XV ; and  the  years,  at  lbast  those  of  the  sums 
given  by  him,  make  together  (245  +453  + 184  + 250  = ) 1132. 
But  1132  and  2052  years,  the  latter  being  the  sum  to  which 
Eusebius  by  his  negligences,  or  by  slashes  here  and  there  of 
his  pruning-hook,  seemed  to  have  cut  down  Book  I.  of  the 
Manetho  of  Africanus,  make  up  together  a total  of  3184 
years,  the  precise  number  which  Eusebius  reckons  in  his 
Hebrew  chronology  from  the  Creation  to  the  birth  of 
Abraham.  The  same  result  would  equally  have  been  ob- 
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tained  if  in  Dyn.  Ill  we  had  kept  Syncellus’s  reading  of  198 
years  instead  of  following  the  Armenian  version,  and  in 
Dyn.  VIII  had  restored  the  146  of  Syncellus’s  text  instead 
of  the  142  implied  by  his  sum  total  subjoined,  if  only  in 
Dyn.  VII  we  had  at  the  same  time  retained  the  number  70 
from  Africanus,  understanding,  in  agreement  with  the  Arme- 
nian version,  years  and  not  days.  And  it  is  easy  to  see  how 
the  reading  “75,”  whether  years  or  days,  might  arise  after 
Eusebius  had  placed  in  the  heading  of  his  Dynasty  VII 
the  number  of  v instead  of  lxx  kings. 

The  sum  of  3184  years  found  above  for  the  first  fifteen 
Egyptian  dynasties  of  Eusebius,  even  if  we  had  not  been  able 
exactly  to  exhibit  it,  but  had  only  found  that  upon  the  whole 
his  alterations  pointed  towards  its  exhibition,  sufficiently 
oxplains  what  his  idea  and  motive  was  in  making  some  care- 
less changes  even  in  those  earlier  dynasties  which  are  confined 
to  the  First  Book  of  his  Chronicon.  His  intention  was,  no 
doubt,  to  hint  that  the  Egyptians  had  covered  with  kings  the 
whole  course  of  human  time  from  the  creation  of  Adam  to 
the  historical  beginning  of  their  monarchy.  More  than  this 
he  was  not  inclined  to  avow,  because  if  the  difference 
amounted  to  only  a few  centuries  more,  it  might  be  inferred 
that  in  their  fabling  they  had  probably  gone  upon  some 
ground  of  tradition  which  gave  a longer  period  since  the 
beginning  of  mankind  than  was  fixed  by  himself.  And  it  is 
remarkable  that  the  light  in  which  he  tried  to  exhibit  the 
lists  of  Ptolemy  and  Africanus,  as  cut  down  to  suit  his  own 
system,  is  almost  exactly  that  which  really  belongs  to  them, 
and  in  which  they  naturally  appear  when  compared  with  the 
true  chronology.  For  in  truth  the  kings  of  Dyn.  I of  Pto- 
lemy and  Africanus  (as  has  been  shown  above  in  Chap.  IV. 
pp.  449  and  556)  are  made  to  begin  with  the  16th  Egyp- 
tian year  of  human  time;  that  is  with  the  16th  year  of  Adam; 
and  the  Egyptian  reckoning,  bating  only  the  difference  be- 
tween Julian  and  vague  years,  and  the  cutting  off  of  some 
months  at  the  head  of  all,  agrees  with  the  reckoning  of  the 
Scriptures  and  Josephus  harmonised,  that  is,  with  the  truth, 
mid  disallows  equally  the  excesses  of  Africanus  on  the  one 
hand  and  the  suppressions  of  Eusebius  on  the  other. 
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The  Egyptian  lists  of  Africanus  as  recast  by  Eusebius 
to  serve  as  materials  in  his  First  Book,  and  as  copied  thence 
by  Syncellus,  shall  now  be  given  in  full  in  the  original 
Greek,  together  with  some  restorations  which  will  be  added 
in  their  places,  and  with  notices  of  such  variants  as  arc 
found  in  the  old  Armenian  version : — 


Avvaanla  A' 

M«rd  vfKvac  r al  rove  t)piOeove 
7r pidrrjv  dvvaareiav  KarapiOpovoi  (3a- 
atXtuiv  1}  wv  t purog  yiyovt  Mt/vijf, 
Of  ( inn avriov  i)yi)<raro  * a<p’ 
ov  rove  it  itdarov  yevovc  (3aotXev<rav- 
rac  dvaypd\f/opert  uv  »;  duz8o%tj  rovrov 
t%n  rov  rponov  * 

a'.  Mijvrje  Gtwrijc,  rai  oi  rovrov  airo- 
yovot  £*  (a  seplem”  Arm.)  • ov 
'HpoforocNijva  MvbpaotV  l(3aat- 
Xevatv  trtj  K [Sf^].  OtVoc 
vxipiptov  arpareiav  hroujaaro , 
rat  tvdo^oe  UpiOrj  'mv7rb  di  iniro- 
■ icorapov  l’lpTraaOrj. 

(¥.  ’A0£0f£  6 rovrov  vide  iipZtv  inOiv 
• icai  rd  Iv  Mip^ti  (3 aaiXeia 
tf.Kocdp ijfftVy  larptKitv  re  iZqtmjai, 
rat  (3i(3Xove  avarofwcdc  avv- 
typa\pe. 

y\  KtvKtvrjc  o rovrov  vide 

[\a  • yet  Arm.  also  has  “39**]. 

«T,  Ovewe^tje  Irrj  p$'  * ittf  oi5  Xipbe 
r artffx*  rt)v  x&pav'  Kai  rde 
rrvpapidac  rde  ictpi  K <o\Mptjv 
(“prope  Cho  oppidum”  in  the 
Arm.)  ?/ yeipe, 
t\  O vaafarje  * rtj  r. 

’Suflat'iQ  tni  rr'. 

£*.  "Zt/ii pyprjQ  Iri)  it/’  e<p* ov  TroWti  ira- 
paarjpa  iyf  vero  Kai  peyiart)  tpGopa. 

tj.  Ov(3iiv0tje  (“Vibeathes”  in  the 
Arm.)  err}  r«r\ 

Ot  iravrte  i(3aaiXevaavtrrj  <rvl 8'  * (and 
Arm.  “ 252  ; w to  moke  out  which 
one  must  restore  from  Africanus  G2 
and  31  to  reigns  i and  iii,  and  then 
62+27+314-42+20+26+13+26 
will  give  the  sum  252.) 


Avvaareta  B 

B uaiXtiov  tf. 

<*'.  ITpairoc  Bwxoc,  lift  x^**!*01  Knrd 
Bov/5a<rrov  iyevtro , rat  woXXot 
amoXovro • (“ spccus  ingens  sub- 
sedit,  multosque  liausit.”  Arm.) 

( 3'.  Meff  3v  rat  tievrepoe  X**be  (“  Ce - 
chous  ” Arm.),  ore  Kai  urA7nc  Kai 
6 Mvevic,  dXXd  xai  6 Mevdl/aioe 
rpayoc  3toi  IvopiaOrjaav, 
y . Bto^ifi  l<p*  ov  iKpiOf}  Kai  rde  yv- 
vaiKae  (3aoiXeiae  yepag  ?xeiy’ 

<S\  i\  «r'.  Kai  perd  rovrovc  dXXot  rpeie 
lift*  utv  ovdev  irapdatjpov  iyivero. 
C.  'Bjt*  ik  rov  t(3copov  pvOtverai 
(“  mytliici  aiunt*1  in  the  Arm.) 
rbv  NttXov  peXtn  KeKpaptvov 
rjpipaie  tv  Coca  pvi)vai . 
ij  . MfO*  ov  2tera>xp*C  irr}  pr{  • oe 
Xeyerai  yeyovtvai  ftif/o c txwv  7rrlm 
X&v  TraXmOTuiv  y [ro  piyeOos. 
Omit  this,  though  the  Arm.  also 
has  Mtres  vero  palmos  latum 
fuisse.”] 

y,  'Effi  dk  rov  & ovCtv  d^topvijpovev- 
rov  vxfjpxtv. 

01  Kai  i(3a<rlXev<rav  treat  o^C  (and 
Ann.  “ 297 ; ” but  the  sum  of  Afri- 
canus is  302). 

Syncellus  adds : 'Opov  a'  rai  ft 
SvvaareiaQ  err}  •ppO'  (549=252+297) 
Kurd  ri)v  IkSooiv  Kvoej3iov. 

A vvarrreia  V 
M epfiruiv  (3aoi\iujv  rj, 
a\  Nexfp<ox^Cy ’ty’ ovAi(3vt£  arriar^aav 
AtyvirritoV)  rat  ri\e  oeXqvrje  irapd 
Xoyov  avKyOeior/c  did  deoe  lav- 
rove  rc  apeCooav. 

(3* . MtO'  ov  SWopOoc,  op  ’AarXi/irtof 
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rrapa  Alywrioig  lyXiiBrj  fwi  rr/y 
iaTpnei'iv'  ovrog  Kai  rr/v  Sid  {*- 
aruv  XtOuv  oiKolopr/v  t'iparo  * 
aXXd  Kai  yoa<pij . ij rtpiXi/Bt]. 

Ot  cA  Aonroi  ?£  avitv  a$iopvi)pni'iv- 
tov  fnpaZav. 

O'  Jca*  iJaaiXtvaav  trtat  pfrj''  (“197” 
Arm.  But  the  sum  of  Africanus  is 
214.) 

Syncellus  adds  : ‘OpoZ  ribv  y cv- 
vaaruuiv  Kara  rbv  Kvaifitov  try  \pp£ 
(747=549  + 198). 

Avvaoriia  A' 

Ii  a fit  Aii.n'  iC  Mtpptruy  avyytyllag 
trlpag  fiaatXtiag  (dafftAnci/e?  “regum 
xvii  ex  alia  regia  familii."  Arm. 
The  number  1 7 is  probably  the  joint 
number  of  this  and  the  next  follow- 
ing dynasty,  8+9=17.) 

’ Qy  y'  6 rt)v  piyiartjv  rrvpa- 

pita  iytipac,  i/v  tfirjmv  *Hpo5oro£  ex 6 
Xioirog  yiyovivai'  og  cat  vwtpovrrjg 
tig  Bio  tic  yiyvvny  otg  ptravoyaavra 
aurov  rijv  itpav  avyypatpat  j3'/3\uv,  i}v 
ug  pi  ya  ypi/pa  Aiyvrrnot  TrtpUirovm. 
(“  Qui  in  deos  ipsos  superbiebat:  turn 
facti  pcenitens  sacrum  librum  com- 
posuit,  quern  zEgyptii  instar  magni 
thesauri  habere  se  putaiant.”  Arm. 
Comp,  the  text  of  Africanus  above 
at  p.  442.  The  true  sense  of  the  ug 
may  perhaps  be  rendered  thus  : “so 
that  it  must  have  been  after  repent- 
ing that  he  wrote  that  sacred  book  of 
which,  according  to  Africanus  who 
bought  a copy  of  it,  the  Egyptians 
make  so  much.") 

Tuv  It  Xoiruiv  ovllv  aZiopvypovtv- 
Tov  dvtypcupi j. 

Oi  »ni  ifiaaiXtvaav  trim  vpy. 
(“448”  also  Arm.  If  the  17  kings 
were  from  the  9+8  of  Dynasties  III 
and  IV,  the  true  reading  for  the  sum 
should  be  not  upij'448,  but  vjti/'488 
=214+274,  which  last  was  the  sum 
of  Africanus's  text  for  Dyn.  IV. 

Syncellus  adds : 'Opov  ruv  f <b- 
raorHwv  ptrii  ray  KaraKXvapby  ,«p(* 
(1195  = 747  +448)  sard  Eiiaiptov. 


Avyaareia  E' 

Baff'Afwv  Xa  i£  'EXtQavrtvrig'  uv 
a.  IT pwrog  ’OAoijc ’ ovrog  lixo  rwv 
topvfopuv  drypti'n. 

’0  It  & 4 dorp  it  airy  g dpZuptvog 
t/3aaiXtvat  pi\pig  Iruv  lean 5v*  (“a 
sexto  mtatis  anno  regiam  dignitatem 
ad centesimum  usque  tenuit.”  Ann.) 

Syncellus  adds  up  the  100  years 
of  the  life  of  Phiops  here  mentioned 
as  if  it  were  the  sum  of  the  dynasty, 
and  writes  IVi'Ovra'  ai>v  TO  tg  Tport- 
raypivotg  ap^t  trim  rwv  C ivvaarnuv 
,aaft'  (1295=1195  + 100).  But  the 
two  names  which  alone  are  here 
mentioned,  being  both  taken  from 
Dyn.  VI,  at  once  show  how  great 
was  Eusebius's  carelessness  in  tran- 
scribing these  earlier  and  for  him 
condemned  dynasties,  and  also 
confirm  the  suspicion  that  the  17 
kings  and  the  448  years  given  above 
to  Dynasty  IV,  are  really,  though 
in  a corrupt  form,  the  kings  and  the 
years  of  Dyn.  V,  the  years  of  which 
latter  are  else  entirely  omitted. 
The  31  kings  given  here  to  Dyn. 
V are  possibly  a corrupt  reading 
for  (8  + 9+9  + 8 =)  34,  the  sum  of 
the  kings  of  the  first  four  dynasties ; 
or  else  4 of  VI  + 27  of  VIII  = 31. 

A vyaarila  SV 

I'l/v')  ’SiruKpig  kfiaaiXtvffi,  t air  jear’ 
avrt)v  ytvviKurdry  Kai  tlrpopiiordry , 
ZavOri  n rr/v  xpoidv  vrrdpKaea,  rj  Kai 
Xiytrat  rtjv  rpiryv  rrvpapiSa  tpxalo- 
prjKtvai.  (“  omnium  tetatis  sum 
virorum  fortissima  ct  mulierum 
formosissima,  flava  rubris  genis. 
[i.e.  pociixic-]  Ab  hac  tertia  pyramis 
cxcitata  dicitur,  speciem  collie  pree 
se  ferens.”  Arm.  Bunsen  supposes 
this  last  addition  to  be  mistrans- 
lated, and  its  true  sense  to  he 
that  the  third  pyramid  is  built  on 
higher  ground  than  the  other  two. 

OV  Kai  l^aaiXtvaav  try  ay ' (“  203” 
also  in  the  Arm.). 

Syncellus  adds : riVowai  avv  rots 

a 
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irportrayp'tvotc  aoXt  r&v  t Swaortt&v 
irq  ov^q  (1498  = 1295 4" 203). 

A vvaartia  Z 

MtptpirCbv  /3fl<riXttt»v  c * (M  v,  Arm.), 
oi  i/3aotXtvaaV  qpipac  ot‘(u  anuos  75, 
Arm.). 

^vvaartia  H 

Mtp$iru»v  /3«<nXfu»v  t o»  lfict<n~ 
Xevoav  irq  p'  [pp#']  (u  rcguni  ix 
Arm. ; and  in  the  margin  “ xix,"  the 
number  of  the  next  two  dynasties  of ! 
Africanus).* 

Syncellus  adds : rivovrm  oSv  role 
irportrayptvo i£  Irq  ,<*${1  (1598= 
1498  + 100)  rtiiv  q Svvaortuir. 

Avvaoriia  0' 

'HpwicXfoiroXirwv  (iaoiXiuv  S'i  o7 
ifiaoiXivoav  irq  p'’  Z>v 

a.  Upttrog  ’A \0f*tqe  (Ochus?),  Su- 

voraro c ruiv  irpb  avrov  ytv6ptvo£9  roi£ 
iv  rrdoy  Aiyvtrnp  xaicd  iipyaoarof  h«m- 
pov  Si  pavt(f.  irtpiiirtafy  rai  vtto  icpoico - 
StiXov  (Bagoas  ?)  Su<pOdpqt 

A vvaartia  I 

'HpaieXio/roXirwi'  fiaotXfwv  id',  oi 
ifict<JiXfV(Tav  irq  prr t'  (so  too  in  the 
Arm.  “ xix”  and  14 185).” 

A vvaartia  I A' 

Aioo7roXir<vv  flaoiXltov  rr\  oi  i/3 a- 
olXtvoav  irq  py  * 

Mid’  oi)c  'Apptvipqc  trq  it*. 

M«xpi  rouoi  rov  a ropov  raray//- 
ox«v  6 Mavidw  * Spov  (iaoiXele  p^9 
irq  J3r't  rjpepai  ot\  (And  Arm.“Hac- 
tenus  primum  librum  Manetho  pro- 
duxit.  Sunt  autem  reges  192,  anni 
2300,”  omitting  the  75  days.)  These 
being  the  sums  of  Africanus  for 
Book  I.,  Eusebius,  if  he  entered 
them  here  himself,  and  they  are  not 
the  gloss  of  some  transcriber,  must 
either  have  meant  to  copy  the  pre- 
ceding dynasties  also  as  they  stood 
in  Africanus,  or  else,  if  he  had 
made  those  changes  and  omissions 
which  appear  above  in  his  own  text, 


he  must  have  copied  afterwards  the 
sums  of  Africanus  at  the  end  of  the 
book  from  sheer  carelessness. 

AEYTEPOY  TOMOY  MANE0A. 

A vvaartia  IB" 

AioirroXmJv  (3aoiXiu>v  C,  wv  6 
TTpuiroc 

a.  2(o6yx*ootC»  ' Apptvipov  viof,  trq 

/3'.  * Appavipqe , irq  Xq'  * oq  viro  TtZv 
iSiivv  ivvov^oiv  avypiQq. 
y.  2.iouiorpi£  irq  pq' • oy  Xiyerm  yi- 
yovivai  irqxvv  d*,  iraAcuorutv  y\ 
OttKTvXuiv  ft  * of  irdoav  ix"pu‘ 
<mro  rt)v  'Aoiav  iv  iviavrolc  d't 
cai  rqc  Eupwrrqc  rd  p*xPl  ®P9Kr) C» 
navra\6ot  pvqpoovva  kytipac  rqg 
ruiv  iUyiZv  KaTaoxtotuic,  iiri  piv 
role  ytvva'ioi£  dvSptHv  irri  Si  role 
dytvviot  ywaiK&v  popia  ralg 
arqXme  iy xapaooufv  * wc  d*rd 
Aiyvirritav  pint  "Ootpiv  [ icpwrov 3 
vopurPqvai.  (“Quare  is  ab  JEgy- 
ptiis  proximos  post  Osirim  ho- 
nores  tulit.”  Arm.) 

M«d*  Sv  Adpapie  irq  q‘  (w  Lam- 
pares,”  Arm.)*  oc  rov  iv  'Apotvotrg 
AafivptvQov  iavrip  ratfiov  Kart<ncev“ 
a(7tv. 

Oi  Si  rovrov  StaSoxoi  irri  irq  pfi. 

Oi  wdvrif  ifiaaiXtvffav  irtai  opt. 
and  Arm.  44  245.”  But  the  actual 
sum,  both  in  Syncellus  and  in  the 
Armenian  version  is  (46+38+48  + 
8+42=)  182. 

Avvaareia  IP* 

AtooiroXiruiv  (3aoi\tu)V  ot  ijiatri- 
Atvoav  irq  wy  • (and  so  Arm.  44  lx” 
and  “453”) 

A vvaortla  I A' 

Aoiriov  (iaoiXt<ov  o*r\  oi  ifiaoiXtv- 
oav  irq  pirtf,  Syncellus  notes  in 
another  copy  virS'y  and  the  Arm. 
Vers,  has  44  484.” 

A vvaartia  IE' 

AtooiroXtruiv  fiaoiAiutv  [ P],  oi 

ifiaeiXtvoav  irq  ov  * (and  the  Arm. 
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lias  “ 250,”  without  giving  the  num- 
ber of  the  kings.  The  sum  total  of 
years  down  to  this  point  is  3184.  The 
reigns  in  the  remaining  dynasties 
are  still  taken  from  the  Manetho 
of  Africanus,  but  the  sums  of  the 
dynasties  themselves  are  generally 
those  of  the  Old  Cbroniele,  only 
with  the  suppression  of  (184+26 
=)  210  years,  and  with  some  other 
variations,  so  os  to  suit  ns  materials 
for  the  Canon.) 

Aumorsia  IZT'. 

0///3aToi  /SatnXtTc  oi  rni  i3ani- 
Xtvoav trij  p£.  (And  Arm.  “v”  kings 
and  “190”  years,  the  number  of 
Dyn.  XYI  of  the  Old  Chronicle, 
which  has  viii  kings,  reduced  to  v 
in  the  list  of  Eratosthenes.) 

Avrairriia  IZ\ 

TJotpivtc  ijtrav  (ddeXpid)  4>o<virfc, 
Kh'oi  fSaoiXtig  (here  he  omits  their 
number  v'  given  by  Africanus),  o'i 
Kni  Mip<p iv  tlXov  ‘ Hiv  irpuirog 
a’.  Satrrjc  t$aoiXivoiv  irtj  iff*  dp*  or 
Kai  6 Eatrijc  vopbc  inXi'iOtj ' o'i 
k ai  iv  ry  SiSpatry  voptp  noXtv 
*KTuTavt  dp'  o C opptvptvoi  Ai - 
yvnriovc  i\u ptotravro. 

{X.  [Aicrfpoc]  Bvfiv,  irrj  p . (Arm. 
“Sectm tius  Bnon ,**  and  in  marg. 
“ Anon.”) 

y.  M t O'  ov  *A|0x^>IC  «rij  X'.  (So 
restore  from  the  Armenian 
which  has  here  “Deindc  Ar- 
chies” &c.,  the  “ deinrie.  ” refer- 
ring to  “ Secundns  ” in  the  line 
above.  Syncellus  has  y "A- 
pwp (f,  irrj  id*.) 

S'.  "Apwpic,  <rn  if.  (So  restore  from 
the  Arm.  In  Syncellus  the 
order  of  these  last  two  names 
is  reversed,  probably  because 
M iff  Sv  seemed  to  be  more  suit- 
able for  the  last  than  the 
third.) 

Opou  in]  py' . (So  too  the  Arm. 
And  iv  kings  with  103  years  belong 
also  to  Dynasty  XVII  of  the  Old 
Chronicle.) 


Kurd  tovtovc  Aiyvnriotv  fhitriXt Sc 
'Iiuoiyp  Stitci’vrai.  (Arm.  “ Horum 
tetatc  regnaoitse  in  JEgypto  Joseph 
videtur.”  So  this  reading  “ 0u«- 
Xiif,”  even  if  it  be  not  the  genuine, 
which  perhaps  it  is  not,  was  at  least 
found  already  in  the  text  of  Afri- 
canus by  Eusebius.) 

Syncellus  here  remarks  : “ Xij- 
ptuoriov  wu>c  a KvoijSutc  npvc  rov 
oijrciov  okottov  rot'p  rijc  «*  i watrrtiac 
napa  rp  ' AppLKCivy  tpt  poptvavc  k aril 
ti)v  i£  Svvatrrtiav  yiyoiivat  Xiyt i. 
'End  yap  nam  rrvpnt$uiri}rai  on  ini 
Ap<dpfu>£  iftiXtv  *Ioxr?)p  ri)c  Aiyyjrrov, 
pi)  t xuy  Snotoovv  in i dXXoo  node  air- 
rov  napuQirrOai  ptrrjyayt  rov  'Aptopiv 
and  rue  u Svvaortiac  tic  T!tv  fC,  ko 
Xofiuoac  rd  irrj  airrov  £a'  vnapyovra 
tic  X'  [id*],  rd  Si  rijc  oXijc  Svvatrrttac 
pva  [pwf],  py  napnCt ip,  ral  tivri  rwv 
n"  fiamXitvv  S'  pSvovc.  It  would  have 
been  strange  if  Syncellus  while 
writing  this  note,  in  the  figures  of 
which  there  are  two  corruptions, 
had  at  the  same  time  transposed 
the  last  two  of  the  four  kings  so  as 
to  make  the  Joseph  of  Eusebius  no 
longer  rise  to  power  under  Apophig 
but  under  Archies.  But  this  trans- 
position is  clearly  a corruption 
later  than  the  time  of  Syncellus, 
since  he  writes  in  another  place  (p. 
69.  C.),  “ ITpd  TOVTOV  TOO  'AptilOtUC 
riraprov  tcai  TtXtvraiov  rijc  «C  Sv 
vaffrtiac  "Apcopiv  Euoifitoc  napiOtro 
napaXoyuCt  naff  ov  navrtc  opoXoyoiitn 
rov  *Iwff>/p  apKat  Aiyvnrov." 

Svvatrrcta  III' 

AiotmoXiruiv  j SatriXiotv  uT,  tov 
nptSro c 

a'.  “Aputoic  irt)  n'. 

0'.  Xtflpiov,  Stirtpoc,  irr}  ty. 
y'.  A pptrojtfUC  irt]  tta  . 

[A/anric  irrj  k/3'.  So  restore,  as  has 
been  shown  above  at  pp.  775,  779.] 
S'.  Mippic  irij  i+. 

M urppuypovOtoatQ  tri) 
v*.  TovGpivoic  irt]  3'. 
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if.  'ApiviHfrc  in i Aa'.  Ot’rnr  iartr 
6 Alipvwv  firm  voptfb ptvoc  Kai 
QOtyyopevoc  AiOoc. 
q.  ’Opof  irq  Xi ;'. 

S'.  'Xx»X'Pff>IC  ‘Trl  **•  Knrd  roa- 
rin' M luifff/c  ri/c  f 5 Ai'yoirroif 
iropn'nf  riiv  'Iouflaiwv  qyipraro. 
f.  e.  after  the  212th  year  of  this 
dynasty,  (190+103+212  = ) 
505  years  from  the  beginning 
of  Dyn-  XVI,  and  505  + 3184 
= 3689  from  the  fabulous 
epoch  at  which  he  shows  Menes. 
See  above  p.  775. 

'A\fp;nii  irii  q. 
i a‘.  Xtpprjc  irr]  u. 

iff.  ’Appaic,  t tai  Aavabc,  irq  t\pt&  5 
IK  ri)C  Aiytijrroi;  iKXtauiv  Kai 
•ftvyuv  rbv  AStAfbv  Aiyvirrov 
tie  r»)v  t'XXdf'a  Afimirai,  Kpa- 
rqaac  rt  rov  *A pyovc  (iaaiAtvti 
* Apytturv . 

iy,  'Paptaaqct  o cai  Aiyvxroc,  irr) 

U- 

I i\  'Apivonpic  in)  p". 

'Opovirq  rpq.  (So  too  the  Arm. 
“Summa  anni  348.”  And  xiv  kings 
with  348  years  are  Dyn.  XVIII  of 
the  Old  Chronicle.)  The  sum  is 
made  out  thus  : 25+ 13+21  [+22] 
+ 12  + 26+9+31+37  + 16  + 8 + 15 
+ 5+68+40=348.  Thcfiguresin 
the  Arm.  are  the  same  as  those  of 
Syncellus,  except  that  one  decade 
has  fallen  out  from  the  reign  of 
Ilorus  who  has  28.  If  38  is  the 
genuine  reading  of  Eusebius,  and  he 
varied  in  this  reign  by  one  year 
from  Africanus,  which  is  unlikely, 
it  follows  that  he  also  varied  in  the 
reign  of  Amcnsis  above,  and  gave 
her  only  21  instead  of  22  years. 
See  above  at  p.  775,  &c. 

Avvaortia.  10' 

fiaaiAturv  t AioaxoAiruv. 
a.  XlOu c in)  w'. 
f}‘.  'Paptnc  in)  It'. 

y.  ' Apptvi<f.O If  ITT)  p, 
f,  Apptvtpne  irq  kx. 


Ooi'uiprr,  oirap’  'Opqptf  KaAovptvoq 
IIoXe/3oc  'AX* avepaf  A vr)p,  if’  ov 
Tii  "lXiov  taXio,  irr)  if. 

*0 pair  in\  p(£*.  (And  Arm.  has 
the  same  sum  “ 194,”  but  for  the  3rd 
reign  it  has  the  corrupt  reading  of 
“8  years.”  And  v generations  with 
194  years  make  Dyn.  XIX  of  the 
Old  Chronicle.) 

Eusebius  then  copies  from  Afri- 
canus without  alteration  his  sum  for 
the  years  of  Manctho’s  or  rather  of 
Ptolemy’s  Book  II.:  “’Eiri  ro5  ab- 
rov  ff  ropov  M ai'tOui  fiaaiAtuiv  (/f 
ini  3pKa\"  And  the  Arm.  has  the 
same  : “ Manethonis  secundo  libro 
conflatur  summa  [1]92  regum,  an- 
norum  2121 although  after  the 
ahanges  made  by  Eusebius  above 
the  sum  of  the  kings  is  really  7 + 
60  + 76  + z [fors.  21]  +|5+4+14 
+5  = [1]92?  And  the  sum  of  the 
years  is  245  + 453+184+250+190 
+ 103+348+ 194=1967. 

TPITOV  TOMOY  MANEOO. 

Avvaortia  K' 

flaatAtuv  AioaxoAiruv  iff,  oi  {final - 
Aivaav  inf  par).  (The  Arm.  differs, 
and  has  172  years,  but  178  is  no 
doubt  the  true  reading.  Perhaps 
some  copyist  wished  to  make  room 
for  the  6 years  of  Dyn.  XXVIII 
below.  The  xii  kings  are  from 
Dyn.  XX  of  Africanus,  not  from 
the  Chronicle.  How  the  years  come 
to  differ  from  both  has  been  ex- 
plained at  p.  782.) 

Avvaortia  KA' 

fiaotAtwv  TavirZv  if. 
a'.  Xpivti ic  irr)  ko. 
fS . ifovaiwric  irr)  pa', 
y.  Ni^upx«pi)c  irr)  f . 

C.  'AptvidpOic  irr]  3'. 

t'.  'Oaoxurp  irr)  r. 

?'•  'PivAxqc  irr/  3. 

If.  'irovoivvqc  irr)  At. 

'Opov  irq  pX'.  (The  Arm.  also  has 
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“130,”  and  agrees  throughout.  Both 
the  vii  kings  and  the  130  years  are 
here  from  Dyn.  XXI  of  Africanus, 
not  from  the  Chronicle.) 

Avyaarct'a  KB' 

Bov/3 atmTtov  (SaatAtuv  y. 
a . 2(ff6yxu,ffl£  in / k a'. 

(S' . ‘OaopQuv  Itt]  it. 
y'.  TaniXtuGiy  trrj  ty'. 

'Opov  !tt]  p$\  (So  too  Arm.  “iii” 
kings  and  “49”  years,  which  are 
from  Dyn.  XXII  of  the  Old  Chro- 
nicle, only  with  one  year  more.) 

A vvaortia  KIT' 

Tavirwv  (SaaiXtuv  y'. 
a . Tlirov/Saart/c  *rij  ki. 

(X.  O aopOutv  tti]  $’•  dv  ‘HpanXia  Ai- 
y VTTTiut  i KciXt&av, 
y'.  Irappovf  iTt)  t. 

"Opoi  itt]  pi (So  too  Arm.  “ iii” 
kings  and  “ 44  " years.  How  this  dy- 
nasty comes  to  differ  both  from  that 
of  the  Chronicle  and  from  that  of 
Africanus,  is  explained  at  p.  784.) 

Avvaorti'a  KA'. 

ft"XX°P'C  Emrijc  tri;  ' iy>'  oi'  ap - 
viov  i<pQiy£aro. 

'Opoi  itt]  pf.  (So  too  in  the 
Arm.  “44”  years.  The  single  king 
is  from  Africanus,  but  the  years  are 
from  Dyn.  XXIV  of  the  Chronicle.) 

Auraarti'a  KE' 

AiBiotTbtv  fiaaiXiiov  y\ 
a . HafiuKuv,  ai\fid\urov  B ^XX°Plv 

iAutv  tKavvi  favra,  Kai  l&aoiX tv- 
otv  trrj  iff, 

ff . Dior,  crtj  iff. 

y . Tapcucbc  trrj  k, 

'Ofiou  trrj  pc'.  (The  Arm.  too 
has  “44.”  The  years  are  here  again 
from  Dyn.  XXV  of  the  Chronicle. 
The  iii  kings  are  common  to  the 
Chronicle  and  to  Africanus.) 


Avyaareta  KST* 

Xatrurv  (SaoiXiwv  • 
a' , " Apptpiy  Ataiotp  itt]  tyf . (“18” 

Arm.  but  “12"  in  the  marg.) 
(S.  2 Wf<; irtlOtc  irij 
y'.  Ni^ itptSy  Ittj  r. 
ft . Nf^aw  trij  if. 

e.  SfappiiTtxof  Irt)  pl‘.  (So  read 
from  the  Arm.  which  has  “ 44." 
Syncellus  has  pi'.) 
r'.  Ni^aw  iivrfpoQ  ttt]  v'  • ovtoq  iTXi 
tt) v 'UpovffaArjp,  ral  'Iw axaZ  r'vv 
(SaaiXia  aixpaXotTov  tty  Atyoirrov 
a Trriyayt. 

s',  'SfappovGtQ  trtpoc,  o Kai  'Stappi/Tt- 
X<K,  eri)  ir. 

rj  ■ Ooatppiy  in/  ki‘  tp  npoaii(vyovt 
uXttvoqy  vntt  'Aoovptutv  Ttjy  U- 
povtraXrip , oi  ruv  ‘loviaitov  viri- 
XoDroi. 

d'.  ' A]u<jntr  tTl)  pff. 

'Opoi  ! tt/  pZC.  (So  restore  from 
Arm.  which  gives  as  the  sum  “ 167,” 
and  exhibits  it  exactly  by  the  reigns 
in  detail,  if  only  the  correct  mar- 
ginal reading  “12”  for  the  first  reign 
be  substituted  for  the  corrupt  read- 
ing “18”  of  the  text.  Syncellus  gives 
as  the  sum  1 63  (p£y),  hut  his  reigns 
show  that  167  is  the  true  number, 
since  they  make  up  168,  the  ex- 
cess of  1 being  caused  by  his  cor- 
rupt reading  of  45  instead  of  44 
for  the  reign  of  Psommitiehus  I. 
The  figure  however  in  the  units, 
place  in  the  list  of  Africanus  is  not 
i'  but  i‘ . The  number  of  ix  kings 
is  from  Africanus.  The  sum  of 
167  years,  which  is  neither  that  of 
the  Chronicle  nor  that  of  Africanus, 
is  accounted  for  at  p.  789.) 
Avyaonia  KZ' 

ITipffuiv  BatnAltov  tj‘. 
a'.  Kappvai)s  trti  iripirTtp  rijy  avroi 
flamXtiac  [ritpawv  being  care- 
lessly omitted]  IfSaoiXionv  [At- 
yiorroi]  irr/  y'.  (The  Arm.  is 
rather  less  defective,  and  has 
“ Cambyscs,  qui  regni  sui  quinta 
anno  zEgyptum  occupavit.”) 
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/8\  Mayoi  pijrac  Z'. 
y’ . Aaptioi  irq  A?'. 

V.  iSipiqc  6 Aaptiov  irq  sa'. 

'ApraiipZqi  o pasp6\up  ir q p'. 
v',  Sipiqc  d Ctvrtpoc  pqva c 0'. 

EoySiavbc  pqvuc  C' • 
r/.  Aapcloc  o 5ip(ov  irq  if/. 

'Opov  irq  pr'  Kat  pqva£  c\  So  too 
the  Ann.  3+7xn.  + 36-4"21  +2m.-t- 
7m.+40+19=120.4m. 

Auvaorcia  KU. 

'ApvpTafot  Eatrijc  irq  r’  • (being 
Manctho’s  substitution  of  one  king 
with  6 years,  which  are  merely  con- 
current, for  Dyn.  XXVII  of  the 
Chronicle  the  184  years  of  which 
are  suppressed.) 

Avraariia  KO'. 

MivSqatoi  fiaoiXtip  7*. 
a.  Siofpirqc  i rtj  ’s'. 

p.  'A  X^P'C  ‘r*I 

y.  VappovOie  i rof  a'. 

£'.  Nf£<piri)c  pqvas  F.  Both  Syn- 
cellus  and  the  Arm.  have  a 
fifth  name,  viz.  MoDOif  (Mu this) 
being  the  last  part  of  the  pre- 
ceding name,  Psam-moutbis, 
and  with  the  same  reign  of  1 year 
repeated.  Syncellus  puts  this 
Mouthis  after,  the  Arm.  vers. 
before  Nepherites  II.  But  the 
number  of  “ iv  kings  ” given 
above  in  the  heading  shows 
that  he  is  an  intruder,  and  the 
sum  of  the  dynasty,  instead  of 
being  “Inina  «ral  pqvag  7'," 
must  be  restored  thus : 

"Opov  in]  k nat  pqva c F . (“  20 

years  and  4 months."  The  compo- 
sition of  Dynasties  XXIX,  XXX, 
and  XXXI  is  explained  at  p.  798.) 
Dyn.  XXIX  of  Eusebius  both  in  its 
number  of  kings  and  in  its  sum  is 
simply  transcribed  from  Africanus.) 

A vvaortia  A' 

Er/hvvurwv  fiaoiAiutv  y . 
a'.  StKTtiyhh]r  in/  iq . [Both  Syn- 


ccllus  and  the  Arm.  have  t 
(10),  but  Eusebius  himself  in 
his  First  Book  by  implication 
requires  18,  as  may  be  seen  by 
reckoning  upwards  the  reigns 
which  he  gives  from  the  end 
of  the  6 years  of  Darius  Codo- 
mannus,  and  downwards  from 
the  beginning  of  the  6th  year 
of  Cambyses  : and  S.  Jerome 
in  his  translation  of  the  Canon 
gives  distinctly  18  years.  So 
this  number  must  be  restored.] 
ft,  Time  irq  /S'. 

y.  Nicravf/3iyc  of.  [So  again  re- 
store from  what  is  implied  in 
Book  L,  and  from  the  Canon, 
where  Nectanebo  II.  has  19, 
which  is  1 year  too  many. 
Here  again  both  Syncellus  and 
the  Arm.  have  only  q (8). 
But  S.  Jerome  in  his  Latin  ver- 
sion of  the  Canon  has  rightly 
18.  The,  sum  too,  which  both 
Syncellus  and  the  Arm.  give 
as  k (20),  must  be  restored  as 
follows :] 

‘O pob  irq  Aq'  (38).  This  whole 
dynasty  is  again  copied  without 
change  from  Africanus. 

A vvatrreia.  A A' 
fir pouiv  fiatnAiuv  y'. 
a'.  TQx°C  rip  n It u rue  avrov  (3aoi- 
Aline  Tlipeuv  IfiaoiAivtsiv  Ai- 
yvirrov  irq  v' : “ Ochus  vigesimo 
jam  anno  Persia  imperitans 
JEgyptum  occupavit,  tenuit- 
que  annis  sex."  (Syncellus  has 
a corrupt  reading  /,  for  which 
Scaliger  restored  v'  by  a con- 
jecture which  the  Armenian 
Version  has  now  justified. 

3‘.  ’Apaqc'Qxor  F.  “Arses  Ochi  4." 
y.  Aapitog  ’ Aponpov  t'.  41  Darius  6 ; 
quern  Alexander  Macedo  inter- 
fecit.” 

Opov  irq  it'  ("‘  16  ” years). 

Tficra  rov  rpirav  M avtQui.  M ixP1 

TtZytt  MariSwf.  “Cuncta  hate  ex 
Manethonis  tertio  libro.” 
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Those  pages  of  the  old  Armenian  version  of  the  Chro- 
nicon  of  Eusebius  which  contained  the  commencement  of 
his  Second  Book  are  unfortunately  wanting.  But  St.  Jerome, 
who  translated  the  whole  of  that  book  and  added  a continu- 
ation, and  who  professes  to  have  made  no  variations  or  addi- 
tions of  his  own  until  after  the  date  for  Troy,  has  preserved 
a series  of  lists  of  kings  with  the  years  of  their  reigns  which 
were  prefixed  in  the  Second  Book  to  the  Canon,  and  were 
meant  to  be  identical  with  those  exhibited  in  it  worked  up 
and  paralleled  with  one  another  year  by  year.  These  lists  are 
now  subjoined ; and  as  besides  in  our  own  Epitome  of  the 
Canon  the  names  of  some  lines  of  kings  will  be  found 
indicated  only  by  alphabetical  references,  those  letters  which 
will  be  substituted  for  names  in  the  Epitome  of  the  Canon 
are  here  attached  to  the  names  themselves  to  which  they 
are  meant  to  refer.  The  Greek  variants  which  are  added 
are  from  Syncellus,  and  wherever  none  are  inserted  it  may 
be  understood  that  his  figures  are  the  same  with  those  of 
Eusebius ; so  by  this  addition  the  lists  will  serve  equally  for 
reference  in  connection  with  the  longer  chronology  of  Ania- 
nus  and  Syncellus,  which  is  treated  of  in  Ch.  VIII. 

On  one  point  a little  more  explanation  than  could  find 
room  in  the  columns  of  the  next  page  may  be  desirable. 
Syncellus  taxes  Eusebius  with  having  suppressed  4 Assyrian 
kings  with  162  years  in  order  to  make  the  43rd  of  Ninus  to 
be  parallel  with  his  own  1st  of  Abraham.  And  Scaliger 
assents,  only  observing  that  Syncellus  restores  the  4 names 
about  80  years  too  low  after  instead  of  before  Teutamus  and 
Teutxus ; and  he  supposes  that  these  4 kings  had  been  omit- 
ted by  Eusebius  from  the  list  of  Africanus,  and  so  perhaps  of 
Ctesias.  But  Diodorus,  following  Ctesias,  made  Sardanapalus 
to  be  the  35th  and  Teutamus  the  26th  from  Ninus,  which 
agrees  with  the  list  of  Eusebius;  and  Africanus  is  open  to  no 
suspicion  of  having  added  names ; so  that  the  list  from  which 
Eusebius  was  thought  to  have  dropped  4 names  was  probably 
only  that  of  Anianus  and  of  later  date.  Yet  Syncellus  is  so 
far  right  that  Eusebius  seems  really  to  have  suppressed 
162  years  of  the  sum  “ above  1300”  reckoned  by  Ctesias; 
since  Ctesias,  as  Diodorus  quotes  him,  placed  Ninus  1000 
years  before  Troy  and  Teutamus,  i.e.  at  least  as  high  as  b.c. 
(1212+1000  =)  2212,  154  years  above  Eusebius’s  date. 

3 c 4 
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R.'*r«-»  Aujrrlorum. 
[ncfimiinn  «itli  AM.  (81M 
— 43  s)  JltS  and  rndiug  with 
A.  AUK.  1196.) 


I i«ri. 

a Ninu*[post  »i  Bcli  S.]52 


b Semlramis 

42 

c Zamcis  or  Ninyas 

38 

d Arius 

30 

e Aralius 

40 

/ Xerxes 

30 

g Armamitres 

38 

A Bclochus 

35 

t Baleus 

52 

j Altadas 

32 

A Mamithus 

30 

l Manchalcus  **»' 

30 

m Sphwius  h0‘ 

20 

n Mamylus 

30 

o 8paretus  pfi' 

40 

p Ascades  An' 

40 

q Amyntas 

45 

r Bclochus 

25 

s Balapares 

30 

1 Lamprides  A' 

32 

u Sosares  , 

20 

v Lam  pares 

30 

to  Pannyas 

45 

x Sotarmus  u0' 

19 

y Mi  trams 

27 

x Tautames  32, 

but  in  the  Canon 

!« 

u,'  Teutons  p 3' 

40 

0'  Thlnseus 

30 

y'  Dercylua 

40 

V Eupales 

38 

s'  Laosthenes 

45 

•s'  Piritiades 

30 

Ophratous  a«* 

20 

V Ophratanes 

Sync.'Bgixsftlr  r/9* 

[so 

&'  Acrazapes 

Sync.  'AxfctyArijr 

!42 

t'  Sardanapalus  «'  20 

Reges  hi  1240  anni*  reg- 
naverunt.  [But  by 
the  Canon  42  + 1190 
= 1238.  Sync. 
Eusebius,  acc.  to  Sync, 
omits  4 kings,  vis. : 
Arabelus  with  42 

Chalaus  4r> 


Yean 

A neb u s 38 

Bablus  37 

lnall  162  yrs.  which  Sync. 
Inserts  between  Tcu- 
tous  and  Thhueui. 
But  their  true  place 
was  about  80  yrs. 
earlier,  before  Teu- 
tamus.  The  variants 
of  Sync,  give  besides 
4 more  yrs.  than  the 
Canon  of  Eusebius. 

Siryonloram  rvfes. 
[A.M.  (5161  — 73  =)  SI  12  to 
A.  ABB.  886  both  Inel-J 

Ixmlirmonlonim. 
[Beginning  with  A.  ABB.  916, 
and  ending  with  A.  ABU. 
1240.] 

Yean. 

a Eurystbeus  42 

b Agis  1 

c Echestratus  35 

d Labotes  37 

0 Dorysthus  29 

/ Agesilaus  pm,'  44 

g Archelaus  60 

A Teleclus  40 

1 Alcamenes  87 

[In  all  325  yrs.] 

[a  zEgialcUS  52 

Macrdonum, 

as  not  In  the  Canon 
is  omitted.] 

A.  ABB.  1204-1818. 

— 

b Europe  45 

a Caramu  k' 

28 

c Telchin  uQ'  20 

b Camus  *g' 

12 

d Apis  25 

c Tyrimas  ptf 

38 

e Thelasion  .52 

d Perdiccas  p*i' 

61 

/ JEgydrus  34 

c Argieus 

38  | 

g Thurimachus  45 

j Philippus  m 

38 

A Leucippus  53 

g Aeropas  */ 

26 

< Messapus  47 

A Alcetas  mif 

29 

j Erastus  4G 

i Amyntas  p& 

50 

A Plemnteus  »'  48,  7 .. 
but  in  Canon  j 

j Alexander  pV 

43 

k Perdiccas  my1 

28 

/ Orthopolis  63 

l Archelaus  <3' 

24 

m Marathius  »'  30,  7 2S 
but  in  Canon  y £ 

m Orestes 

3 

n Marathus  or  Ma-)0f, 
rathon  j 20 

n Archelaus 

4 

o Amyntas 

1 

o Echyreus  55 

p Pausanias  * 

1 

p Corax  30 

7 Amyntas  t' 

6* 

q Epopeus  Xfi'  35 

r Laomedon  py  40 

r Argsus  0',  1 but 
in  Canon 

s Slcyon  p0',  45,  but  7 . , 
in  Canon  j 

i Amyntas  i0' 

18 

t Alexander 

1 i 

t Poly  bus  pp/  40 

m Ptolemaeus  y1 

4 

u Inachus  pt'  42 

v Perdiccas 

6| 

t»  Hephaestus  / 8 

w Philippus  *■/ 

26 

to  Adrastus  ? 4 

x Alexander  Magn. 

12 

x Polypheides  31 

[ending  with  a, 
1692]. 

IBB* 

y Polasgus  20 

x Zcuxippus  V 32 

1 Aridieus 

7 

Reges  hi  [xxvi]  regn- 

2 Cassander 

19  1 

averunt  annis  862 

[Sync.h.i«IT*<dtfKxrr«y-  | 

[really  888+21  +62  = 

Cffj  •PiXivmt, 

and 

961  S.  J^K'O  Post 

then  ’Aki£**bpoc 

*«i  j 

quos  sacerdotesCarnli 

’A»T<T*T««f  y.] 

constituti  sunt. 

3 Antigonus  et  Alex. 

4 I 

Years. 

4 Demetrius  i Atnyitx  G 

5 Pyrrhus  pr.imt  0'  7™. 
G Lysimach.  %•  pr*«p  F 5 

7 Ptolemeus  * A«y«»  1 

8 Meleager  2*n. 

9 Antlpater  45  dys. 

10  Soithenes  [*au  ) 0 

«»«<*/«  £-S.)  $ 1 

11  Antigonus  i T* - Kc 

*ri<pi'  j36 

12  Demetrius  10 

13  Antigonus  PhusO.. 

cus  4/8'  $ 

14  Pbilippus  42 

15  Perseus  g'  pr^ae}.. 

1^',^’ I Ific^lXjTTff  m ' J 

In  all  645  years. 


Ail*. 

Phlllppo  salr.  Macrdouum 
f«S»  rtgnwilr,  Ail*  primus 
rsgnavlt 

[A.  ABB.  1698  to  1912  lad.] 


1 Antigonus  18 

2 Demetrius  Polior-  > „ 

cctes  i'  J 11 

Syri*  et  Ail*.  (a.  ABB.  1605.) 

3 Seleucus  NicanorXy/32 

4 Antiochus  Soter  19 

5 Antiochus  Theos  15 
0 Seleucus  Callin.  *»'  20 

7 Sel.  Alex.  Ceraunus  3 

8 Antiochus  Magn.  36 

9 Seleucus  Pbilopator  12 

10  AntiochusEpiphan.  11 

1 1 Antioch.  Eupator  7 0 

«'•  C prtetf  j 

12  Demetrius  Soter  12 

13  Alexander  & 10 

14  Demetrius  3 

15  Antiochus  Sidetes  9 

16  Demetrius  again  4 

17  Antioch.Grypus  *r'l2 

18  Antioch.Cysicenus 

«*'  18 

19  Philippus  2 

(Not  given  by  Sync.) 

[In  all  220,  years.] 


Mpdorom. 

Post  AMjrionim  rr*ti 
Mrdorum  mpi  regnant. 
(A.  ABB.  1198  to  1450  both 
IncL] 


1 Arbaccs  28 
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2 Sosafinus  30 

3 Mandaucet  or  Me-  7 jn 

didus  *'  j 

4 Art  yeas  orCardy-7j3 

casus  A'  3 

a Deioces  [53]  W 

b Aphraortes  •*'  [22]  24 
c Cyaxares  [40]  32 

d Attjagei  [35]  38 

[In  all  lll-H48=259yr*.] 


. 1457  to  1686  both 
tael-] 


e Cyrus  (A*'  Sync.)  30 
/ Cam  bytes  V 8 

g Magi  7».and  Sync.  7 . 
fj.r.r*i  l', but  inCan.  J 

A Darius  Hystaapes  3G 
t e Xerxes  »'  20 

* Artabanus  m!  7® 
[In  Can.  Xerxes  21.] 

J Artaxerxes  pus'  40 

(Xerxes  2“ 

Sogdianus  «'  7® 

Darius  Nothus  16 
but  Sync.  M [19] 

[In  Can.  only  Darius 
Nothus  with  19-] 

/ Artax.  Mnemon  40 

m Artaxerxes  qul  et  In*. 
Ochusi'  J26 

[Sync,  has  i stmi 

’A(T*Zt($0U  TX,(  t',  ca- 
ws rirmt  *'] 
n Aries  V 4 

o Darius  Arsaml  6 
[In  all  230  yrs,  n-/  S.] 

Alexander,  subverso 
Penarum  regno, 
regnat  an  nil 


Year* 

G Ptol.  Philomel.  35 

7 Ptol.  Euerg.  II.  29 

8 Ptol.  Soter  17 

(Sync.  i VO 

9 Ptol.  Alexander  10 

10  Ptol.  Cleopatne  f.  8 
[9, 10  and  11  h*ve  drop- 
ped out  from  Sync] 

11  Ptol..  Dionysus  30 

12  Cleopatra  22 

[In  all  !9C  r{»  7TS.] 

Post  Imperatores  Ro- 
manorum  regnat  erunt. 


Antirorum. 

XTi.  DjnutiK  Egypt! oram 
anno  1C1  primus  Argtrorum 
rrjrnarlt 

[a.  ABB.  161  to 705  both  loci.] 


a Inachus  »t' 
b Pboroneus 
c Apis 
d Argos 

e Criasui 
in  Canon 


50 

GO 

35 

70 


»*'  54,  but  7 
ion  J33 

/ Phorbas  *«'  35 

g Triopas  Ay'  46,  but  7 ^ 
in  Canon  3 

A Crotopus  nV  21 

i Stenelus  11 

[Hitherto  383  yrs.] 

J Danaus  *»?'  58,  but  C.  50 
k LyticeusAs'  35.butC.4l 
l Abas  A^'  37,  but  C.  23 
m Prcetus  17 

(S.  II f «4U  IU(riVf.) 
it  AcrisiusAy/33,butC.  31 
Argirorutn  regnum 
transfrrtur  in  Mycenas. 
[In  all  $rm'  545  years  l.e. 
short  by  17.] 


Alcxamlri  norum. 

[A  auk.  1693  to  1088  both 


lneL] 

1 Ptolemams  Lag! 

40  1 

2 Ptol.  Philadelpb. 

38 

3 Ptol.  Euerg.  I. 

-26 

4 Ptol.  Philopat. 

17 

5 Ptol.  Epiphan. 

24 

Mjrenarura. 

[A  ABB-  706  to  015  both  loci.] 


a Perseus  53.  Ai'  in  > , n 
Canon  Pelops  j 9 

b Eurysthcus  43,  inC.  23? 

S.  perhaps  places  at 
Argos  Perseus,  Sthe- 
nelus,  and  Eurys- 
thcus, and  at  Mycciuc 
Pelops,  Atrcus,  Ac. 


Y«T4 

c Atreus  Ay'  et  Thy-  7 33-. 
eiles  fratres  65  3 

d Agamemnon  V 15 

■ [In  all  to  Troy  »?'  130.] 

G .Egisthus  1'  15 

7 Orestes  23 

8 Tisamenus 

9 Pentheus 

10  Cometes 


Usque  ad  Heradldarum 


dcsccnsum.  [82  yrs. 
ending  with  a.  auh. 
915  ? and  thence  65. 
ending  with  980, to  the 
settlement  of  Ionia? 
S.  has  for  Mycenw  <r' 
14  or  less.”] 

Corlnthlorum. 

[A.  ABB.  916  to  1240] 

1 Aletes  An'  35 

38? 

2 Ixion  An'  37 

38? 

3 Agelas  A*'  37 

35? 

4 Prymnes  , 

35 

5 Bacchis  A$' 

35 

6 Agelas 

30 

7 Eudcmus 

25 

8 Aristomedca 

35 

9 Agemon 

16 

10  Alexander 

25 

11  Telestes 

12 

12  Automenes 

1 

[In  ail  322  yrs.  r» 

$'  S.] 

Then  90  Prytanes  to 

Cypselus. 

Lrilorum. 

[A  ABB.  1259  to  1470  both 

IncL] 

a Ardysus 

S6 

b Alyattcs 

W 

c Meles 

12 

rf  Candaules 

17 

e Gyges  A r*  35,  but 
In  Canon 

> 

/ Ardys  An'  37,  but 
in  Canon 

l" 

g Sadyattcs 

15 

h Alyattes /u.3'44  butC.  49 

/ Croesus 

15 

Hi  rognarerunt  annis  225 

[232] 


Athenian*!  urn. 

Rcge  tI  Argirorutn  Phorbi, 
anno  ejtu  22,  rrgnarit  prlmna 
A than. 

[A  AML  461  to  917  both  incl  ] 


Yaarr. 


a Cecrops  50 

b Cranaui  9 

c Amphictyon  10 

d Erlcthonius  50 

e Pandion  40 

/ Erechtheus  50 

g Cecrops  40 

A Pandion 

1 .Egcus  Pandionis  f.  48 
J Theseus  An'  1 30 
k Mncstheus  Ay\  23 

l Demophon  my ' 33 

m Oxyntes  1'  12 

n Aphidas  1 

o Thymcete*  !¥  8 

p Melanthus  Pylius  37 
<7  Codr  us  21 

Hinc  [a.  abb.  948  to 
1263,  both  inc!.] 


Magi  stratus  [Archontes] 
quoad  Tixerunt  reg- 
na vc runt 

a Modon  20 

b Acastus  As'  3G 

c Archlppus  19 

d Thersippus  ptf  41 

c Phorbas  A'  31 

/ Megacles  nvf  30 

g Diognetus  28 

! A Phcrecles  19 

i Arlpliron  20 

J Thesplcus  27 

k Agamestor  #{'  20 

/ Aeschylus  ii'  23 

m A 1 cm  iron  2 

Magistratus  Decennalcs 
[a.  abb.  1264  to  1333 
both  incl.] 

a Charops  10 

\ b .Esi  modes  10 

c Clldlcut  10 

d llippomcncs  10 

e Lcocrates  10 
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Ymti. 

/ Aptander  ; 10 

p Eryxias  10 

Iliac  principal  annul. 
[In  all  4*7+316+70=. 


873  yrs.  Sync,  an 

0 

Hobrvonun. 

Abraham 

100 1 

Isaac 

60  * 

Jacob  ciS',  A iw/  ul’,  ) 

|','A u^k/M  > 

121 

Joseph  dux  .Egyptl 

80  ; 

llcbrad  serviunt  In  7 . , t ; 
/^gJlAo  j I 

Moses 

40 

Jesus  [*«1  n»*  S ] 

27 

Gothoniel  turn  r k *j' 

40 

AoJ  fjurm  rm  /V 

80 

Debbora  ftirw  rm  *' 

40 

Gcdoon  fxirm  rk 

40 

Abimelech 

3 

Thola  */ 

22 

Jalr  »' 

22 

Jephthe  tu r*  rk  tr{ 

6 

Ilcsebon  % *«w  *AnA*»  i 7 

Labdon 

8 

Samson  fj.uk  rk  ft' 

20 

Heli  sacerdoa  *' 

fjurm  rm  ft'  3 

Samuel  et  Saul  m'mmi  f*'40 

Hinc  reges. 

David 

40 

Solomon 

40 

1 Hoboara 

17 

2 Abla,  5,  but  in  Canon  3 

3 Asa 

41 

[Parmens.  MS.  40.] 

4 Josaphat 

25 

5 Joram 

8 

6 Ochoilas 

1 

7 Gotholia 

7 

8 Joas 

40 

9 Amaiias 

99 

10  Ax  arias 

62  1 

11  Joatham 

16 

12  Achax 

16 

13  Kzechlas 

29 

14  Manasses 

65 

15  Hammon[2]0' 

12  I 

16  Josias  Xm’.  32,  but  7„ 
In  Canon 

Twrt 

17  r Joachax  3» 

18  1 Joachim  11 

[In  Can.  Joachim  only, 

with  12  yn.] 

19  Jcchonlas  3«. 

20  Sedechias  II 

[From  death  of  Solomon 

40&  yean  a.  ana. 
1020  to  1425,  both  tad.] 

J udsorum  Capt  ivi  - J 
Las  an  nos  j w 

Sub  regibus  Oeatlum 
deinde  fuerunt  annis 
[3G0]. 

Post  hos  iterum  Duces 
hi 

1 Judas  Maccab.  3 

2 Jonathas  19 

3 Simon  a'  8 

4 Hy rcanus  96 

Hinc  reges 

5 Ariatobulus  1 

6 Janncus  qui  et  7 

Alexander  3 *' 

7 Alexandra  9 

8 Hy  rcanus  Pontlfox  34 
[In  all  127  of  Asmonean* 

a.  abb.  1857  to  1983 


both  tncl.] 
Alienigenie. 

1 Herod  e*  rex  37 

2 Archelaux  dux  9 

3 Herodes  Tctrarcha  24 

4 Agrippa  7 

5 Agrippa  rex  26 


[In  all  103  a.  aijr.  1984 
to  2086  both  tael.] 
Hebrarorum  ragnum  a 
Koraauls  finitum  ast. 


RpfC«*  Israel. 

[A.  ABE.  1031  lo  1370  both 
IncL] 


1 Jeroboam 

22 

2 Nadab 

2 

3 Baasa 

24 

4 Hela 

2 

5 Ambrl 

12 

6 Achab 

22 

7 Ochosias 

2 

8 Joram 

Year*. 

12 

9 Hica 

28 

10  Joachax 

17 

11 

Joas 

16 

12  Hieroboam 

41 

'3( 

"Zach  arias 

6n» 

14. 

| Sellum  eft. 

3dys. 

1»< 

_Manaen  ip' 

10 

[In  Can.  Man  sen  with- 

out  the  two  above  has 

11] 

16  Phaceas  [Afrlc.  £']  10 

17  Phacec  20 

18  Osee  9 

Hi  reges  per  aim  os  250. 

Sync.  r\’. 


A^rptlorum. 


xvi.  Dynastia,  ix.  Po- 
testas  sub  Thcbaris 
annis  190 


xvii.  Dynastia,  Pastores 
103 


xviii.  Dynastia  Diospo. 
litanorum  qui  regna- 
verunt  annos  318. 


1 Am  a*  is 

25 

2 Chebron 

13 

3 Amenophis 

91 

4 Mephres 

12 

5 Mlspharmutosis 

26 

6 Tuthmosis 

9 

7 Amenoptes 

31 

8 Orus  38,  but  In),. 
Canon  3 

9 Accngee 

12 

[Sync.  'Azuxi<nx  ] 

10  Athoris 

9 

1 1 Chencree 

16 

12  Acherres 

8 

13  Cher  res 

15 

14  Danaus 

5 

[S.  'Agftsr,  i mm*  &mtnU(. 

15  /EgyptUS 

68 

[Sync.  ’Afturrrr .] 

16  Mcnophls 

40 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 
7 

1 

2 

3 


1 

2 

3 

1 

1 

2 

3 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 


9 


xix.  Dyn.  194. 

Year*. 

Zetus  4 65 

Iiamses  66 

Amenophis  40 

Ammenemes  26 

Thuoris  7 


xx  Dyn.  ann. 

178 

xxi.  Dyn.  [130.] 

Sraendis 

26 

Psusennes 

41 

Nephcrchcres 

4 

Aramenophis 

9 

Osochor 

G 

Pslnaches 

9 

Psusennes 

35 

xxn.  Dyn.  [490 

Sencosis 

21 

Osorthon 

15 

Tachelotis 

13 

xxni.  Dyn.  [44.] 

Petubastis 

25 

Osorthon 

9 

Psammus 

10 

xxiv.  Dyn.  [44.3 

Bocchorus 

44 

xxv.  Dyn.  [44.] 

Sabachon 

12 

Sebichus 

12 

Taracus 

20 

xxvt.  Dyn.  [157.] 

Merres  .’Ethiops 

12 

S top  h malls 

7 

Kcchepsos 

6 

Nechao 

8 

Psammcticus  45 

44 

Nechao  qui  et  Ne-  ] 

\ ft 

chepsus  3 

Psammites  alius  7 
qui  et  Pssmmetl-  f - 
cus  12,  but  in  Ca- 1 
non  J 

Vaphres  30,  but  in  } 

! 95 

Canon  3 

A mails 

42 
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xxvii.  Dyn.  In  qu&  Cam- 
brics Persarum  rex 
obtinuftzEgyptum  us* 
que  ad  Darium  fllium 
Xerxisaunos  150  [but 
in  Canon  120]. 


Tear*. 

d ."Eneas  Sylv.  SI 

c Latinus  Sylv.  50 

/ Alba  Sjlr.  A'.  39 

ft  -Egjptu,  Sylv.  I „ 

24.  but  In  Canon  j 

h Capys  Sylv.  28 

i Carpcntus  Sylv.  AV.  13 
J Tiberius  Sylv.  8 


Dcinceps  Alcxandrini 
usque  ad  Octavianum 
Augustum  regnave. 
runt.  [Dut  there  is 
here  an  omission  or 
59  yrs.  of  native  kings 
and  of  16  of  Persians 
from  a.  ana.  1612  to 
1686  both  inch] 


Latlnorum. 


k Agrippa  Sylv.  is' 

40,  but  iu  Canon  j 

/ Arcmulus  Sylv.  19 
m Aventlnus  Sylv.  /*'• 37 

n Procas  Sylv.  aP%  ) , , 
A /uaiiAitf  »y  j 

[In  all  i/t  429  yrs.] 

Roman  or  am. 

a Romulus  38 

b Nuraa  Pompilius  41 

c Tull  us  Hostllius  32 

d Ancus  Martius  23 


Imprratnrri  Ronuvoram. 
[A.  ABB.  IWft  to  2515, 
rather  2540.] 


1 C.  Jul.  Caes.  tf  4 6®  0 j 

2 August.  »f-'.  56  6*n  0 

3 Tiber.  xp.  23  0 0 

4 C.  Caligula  y 3 10  0 

5 Claudius  ,y.  13  8 28 

6 Nero  iyf.  13  7 28 

7 Vespas.  i\  9 1 1 22  j 

8 Tit.Vcspas.0',2  8 0| 

9 Domit*  15  5 0 | 

10  Nerra  1 4 0 j 

11  Tr^an  ,V.  19  6 0 I 

12  Hadrian  ««'.  21  0 of 


13  Antonin.P.  \ 
cum  flliisf 
Aurelio  et  f a 
Lucio  »y  ) 


3 


0 


1 Janus 

2 Saturnus 

8 Ficus  A? 

4 Fautius^i3,'H{*je>.rf  >.t', 

5 Latinus  A<?/ 

Hi  regnaverunt  simul 
circa  annos  150. 

[Then  from  a.  abr.  836 
to  I2G4  both  inch] 

a Aeneas  y,  5 but  ini  ,• 
Canon  j d 

b Ascaniusx?'  38,  but! 
in  Canon  J 

C Sylvius  29 


e Tarquinius  Priscus  37 

/ Servius  Tullius  jtt3'  34 

g Tarquinius  Super* 
bus  *3'  J35 

Hi  regnaverunt  simul 
annos  240  [from  a, 
auk.  1265  to  1504, 
both  incl.  S.iy'+225]. 

Post  exactos  Reges  con* 
suies  quotannis  bird 
creati,  et  in  max  im  5 
urbis  calamltatequan- 
doque  creabatur  Die. 
tator.  S.  v ••/  to  ,ivib' 
incl. 

[Scquuntur  Dictator©*.] 


14  Marcus  Au-  . 
ton.  qui  et  ) 

Veruset  L.  >19  1 0 
Aurel.Com-  4 
modus  iff  J 

15Commodus  jy'.13  0 0 

"2S;- '*'•]•  e o 

17  Scverus  18  0 0 

18  Anton.  Ca-  ) , n n 
racalla  J 7 u 0 

19  Macrinus  10  0 

20  M Aurel.Ant.  4 0 0 

21  AI«.MamO„  0 „ 

muc  j 

22  Maxtminui  3 0 0 

23  Gordlanus  6 0 0 


24  Philippus  7 0 0 

25  Decius  p.  ,13  0 


26  Callus  et  7 „ 
Volusian.  J * 


0 


27  Valerian. et  ) n 
Gallien.  j 15  0 

28  Claudius «\  1 9 

29  Aurelian  r . 5 G 

30  Tacitus  0 6 


31  Probus  [7  7 6 
tS'fXr,*OLt  y S.  S 


4 


32  Carus  cum  ) 
filiis  Carin.  >20 
et  Nuntcrl.) 

33  Diocletian.  20  0 


34  Golerius  2 0 


35  Constantin.)  20  0 
Continuatio  ^ 10  10 
llicronymi  ) 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


36  Constantin.  7 

Constantins  c 24  8 13 
et  Coustans  j 


37  Julian  us 
A post. 

38  Jovinlanus  0 8 0 


j 2 8 0 


39Valentlnian.  7 
et  Valens  j 


13  6 0 


Eus.  has  3 yrs.  too  many 
between  the  13th  of 
Com  modus  and  the  1 st 
of  Probus,  and  l too 
many  for  Probus. 

Jerome  makes  a.  abb. 
1263+  1131  of  o.c.  a 
2394  to  death  of  Va- 
lens in  a.  D.  378. 


“ Others  before  us,”  Syncellus  says,  “ have  shown  Eusebius  to 
be  short  in  all  by  290  years,  since  instead  of  5816  he  makes  to 
the  Vicennalia  of  Constantine  5527  years.”  Anianus  and  Pano- 
dorus  made  in  fact  5817  to  Aug.  29,  and  Syncellus  5817  to 
March  25  in  a.d.  325.  If  Eusebius  made  (5200  + 327  = ) 5527 
to  the  Vicennalia,  this  would  show  an  excess  between  his  43rd  of 
Augustus  and  his  20th  of  Constantine  of  3 years.  Jerome’s  version 
making  a.  abb.  2343  = 20th  Constantine,  exhibits  the  (2184  + 
2343  =)  5527  years.  But  Scaliger’s  Greek  makes  A.  abb.  2345 
= 20th  Constantine,  showing  5 years  too  many.  Subjoined  is  the 
Epitome  of  the  Canon : — 
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i 

A.M 

3185 


u .inn. 

from 

rpt  1 

n B.C. 

90I& 

1 

6 

25 

53 

75 

90 

99 

101 

m 

1G1 
191 
211 
23G 
237 
245 
252 
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CHAP.  VIII. 

ANIANUS,  TANODOBOS,  AND  GEORGE  SYNCELLUS. 

From  Egypt  and  Alexandria  it  was  that  the  Roman  empire 
received  the  fixed  Julian  year  (beginning  at  Rome  from 
Jan.  1 B.C.  45,  towards  the  end  of  A.U.C.  709);  and  with 
this  the  Egyptian  year,  previously  vague,  was  made  to  be 
equivalent  from  Aug.  30  in  B.c.  26,  the  five  epagomena  being 
then  appointed  always  to  precede  the  Julian  Aug.  29,  and 
a new  sixth  day,  between  the  last  of  them  and  Thoth  1, 
being  added  in  the  autumn  preceding  every  Julian  leap- 
year.  This  fixed  “ Alexandrian  year,”  so  produced  out  of 
the  vague  Egyptian  year,  began  then  ordinarily  with  the 
Julian  Aug.  29,  and  once  in  four  years  only  with  Aug.  30. 
The  Nabonassarian  vague  year  of  the  Syrians  was  fixed  in 
like  manner,  so  that  the  years  of  the  Seleucid®,  as  if  from  B.C. 
48, were  reckoned  always  to  begin  from  one  and  the  same  point 
answering  to  the  Julian  Oct.  1.  And  afterwards  in  the  East 
this  fixed  year  was  again  changed  so  as  to  begin  in  conjunc- 
tion with  the  Imperial  cycle  of  the  Indictions  (a  cycle  of 
15  years)  from  Sept.  1 in  a.d.  312.  So  there  was  no 
longer  any  room  for  reckoning  a cycle  of  1460  canicular  or 
Julian  years  as  a correction  of  the  vague  Egyptian  and 
Nabonassarian  year  which  had  formerly  been  in  use  and 
■which  had  consisted  of  only  365  days. 

From  Alexandria  too  it  was  that  the  Christian  Church 
learned  those  principles  in  which,  from  the  time  of  Dionysius 
Exiguus  (a.d.  525 — 526),  the  West  also  and  the  whole 
world  was  to  unite  for  the  calculation  of  its  movable  season 
and  of  the  festival  of  Easter.  The  ivveaKaihtKaenjpls,  or 
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Paschal  cycle  of  xix  years,  introduced  first,  as  it  seems,  in 
A.D.  277  by  Anatolius  bishop  of  Laodicea  in  Syria  (a.D. 
270  to  282),  but  a native  of  Alexandria,  became  the  basis  of 
the  Alexandrian  reckoning  from  the  first  year  of  Diocletian 
(made  to  begin  from  Aug.  29  in  A.D.  284);  and  probably  it 
gave  occasion  to  the  introduction  of  that  era,  which  is  still 
used  in  Egypt  and  in  Abyssinia.  The  Council  of  Nice 
commissioned  the  Church  of  Alexandria  to  calculate  the 
time  for  keeping  Easter  year  by  year,  and  to  notify  it  to  the 
Bishop  of  Borne,  and  through  him  to  the  Christian  world. 
And  ns  the  Komans  had  a peculiar  method  of  their  own 
which  they  still  retained  after  the  decree  of  the  Council,  and 
which  continued  to  cause  discrepancy,  the  Emperor  Theo- 
dosius, in  A.D.  387,  charged  Theophilus  the  22nd  archbishop 
of  Alexandria  (who  sat  from  A.D.  385  to  a.d.  412)  to 
make  out  a Paschal  Table  to  be  followed  by  alL  This  he 
did,  making  out  a Table  for  95  years,  and  dating  it  some 
years  back,  from  A.D.  380,  as  that  was  the  first  year  of  a 
cycle.  And  his  nephew,  St.  Cyril,  in  re-editing  the  xix 
year  Cycle,  connected  it  with  the  first  year  of  Diocletian. 
He  exhibited  a Table  containing,  like  that  of  Theophilus, 
five  cycles  or  95  years,  and  beginning  from  Aug.  29,  a.d. 
379,  as  a portion  sufficient  for  present  use  of  the  great 
period  of  532  years  formed  by  the  multiplication  of  the 
lunar  Cycle  of  xix  into  the  solar  Cycle  of  xxviii  years. 

But,  besides  the  commencements  of  that  civil  and  ecclesi- 
astical reckoning  of  time  which  is  still  in  use,  we  have  from 
Christian  Egypt  and  from  native  Egyptian  writers  an 
exhibition  of  the  whole  chronological  scheme,  both  true  and 
fabulous,  of  their  ancient  heathen  countrymen,  made  to  be 
commensurate  with  their  own  reckoning  of  fixed  Alexandrian 
years  from  the  Creation  to  Christ,  and  again  from  Christ 
downwards  to  their  own  time,  paralleled  also  with  the  years 
of  the  great  Paschal  period  of  532  years  reckoned  back- 
wards from  the  era  of  Diocletian  to  the  Creation ; so  that 
it  is  easy  for  any  one  to  reduce  this  Egyptian  parallel  of 
synchronistic  heathen  and  sacred  chronology  to  terms  of  our 
own  Julian  and  Gregorian  reckoning. 

It  was  in  the  early  part  of  the  5th  century  (one  cen- 
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tury,  that  is,  after  the  time  of  Eusebius)  that  Anianus  and 
Panodorus,  two  monks,  whose  names  of  themselves  show 
them  to  have  been  native  Egyptians,  composed  each  of 
them  a chronicle  beginning  from  the  Creation  (and  from 
Aug.  29),  that  of  Anianus  ending  as  it  seems  with  his  a.m. 
(532x  11=)  5852  as  if  in  a.d.  (9  + 351  =)  360  of  the 
vulgar  era,  and  that  of  Panodorus  ending  with  his  a.m. 
5904  in  a.d.  (5493+411=)  412  of  the  vulgar  era,  a 
little  before  the  death  of  Theophilus,  who  died  Oct  15  in 
that  year. 

It  is  true  that  our  only  knowledge  of  the  scheme  or 
schemes  of  these  two  writers  is  derived  from  Syncellus,  who 
repeatedly  gives  extracts  from  them,  with  or  without  their 
names,  and  who  seems  himself  in  great  measure  to  follow 
them,  even  when  he  does  not  say  so,  especially  in  his  Egyp- 
tian series  of  kings.  And  it  is  doubtful  whether  we  may  be 
always  able  to  distinguish  what  belongs  to  the  one  or  the 
other,  or  to  both  of  them,  from  what  may  be  Synccllus’s 
own.  But  there  are  in  Syncellus  clear  traces  of  a scheme 
thus  far  one,  and  thus  far  common  both  to  Anianus  and  to 
Panodorus,  that  it  reckoned  in  years  of  the  world  down- 
wards, and  introduced  for  the  first  time  the  mundane  era 
used,  since  the  Council  in  Trullo,  by  the  Greek  and  the 
Slavonian  Churches  ; only  with  this  difference,  that  whereas 
Anianus  and  Panodorus  made,  or  would  have  made,  both  of 
them  alike,  a sum  of  5774  years  to  the  era  of  Diocletian, 
and  of  5904  years  to  Aug.  29  in  a.d.  412  of  the  vulgar 
era  a little  before  the  death  of  Theophilus,  the  established 
reckoning  of  the  Greek  Church  makes  (5509+411  = ) 5920 
years,  being  16  years  more,  to  nearly  the  same  point,  viz.  to 
Aug.  31  in  a.d.  412. 

Secondly,  while  the  era  of  Anianus  and  Panodorus  was 
one  and  the  same,  since  both  made,  or  would  have  made,  the 
same  sum  of  5904  years  from  the  Creation  to  the  death  of 
Theophilus,  there  is  yet  this  difference  between  them,  that 
Anianus,  as  Syncellus  says,  “ put  the  Nativity  of  Christ  in 
bis  a.m.  5501,  but  Panodorus,  falling  short  by  7 years”  [by 
7 of  Syncellus’s  own  sum  of  5500  years,  but  by  8 of  Ani- 
anus], “ put  it  in  his  A.M.  5493,  Anianus  making  only  403 
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years,  or  8 short  of  the  true  number,  but  Pnnodorus  making 
the  true  number  of  4 1 1 years  between  the  end  of  their  43rd 
of  Augustus  and  Aug.  29  a little  before  the  death  of 
Theophilus.  Owing  to  this  peculiarity  of  Anianus,  which 
is  imitated  by  Syncellus,  though  with  the  slightly  different 
sum  of  5500  years  to  the  Incarnation,  and  which  is  preserved 
with  Anianus’s  own  sum  of  5501  years  including  the  Nativity 
in  the  reckoning  of  the  Coptic  and  Abyssinian  Churches,  his 
43rd  of  Augustus  ends,  in  fact,  chronologically  in  a.d.  9 
of  the  vulgar  era,  and  his  20th  of  Tiberius  ends  in  a.d.  42, 
which  was  really  the  2nd  of  Claudius.  And  all  his  dates 
above  the  first  of  those  8 years  of  the  Emperors  which  he 
has  dropped,  and  his  date  for  the  Creation  itself,  are  by  the 
same  cause  drawn  forward  8 years  in  the  scale  of  true  time 
below  those  places  which  should  have  belonged  to  them,  on 
the  supposition  that  his  reckonings  were  in  other  respects 
true  and  accurate. 

Anianus  made  eleven  complete  Paschal  periods  of  532 
years  each  to  end  with  his  own  a.m.  (532  x 11  = ) 5852,  as  if 
at  Aug.  29  in  a.d.  (a.m.  5501=a.d.  9 + 351=)  360  of  the 
vulgar  era;  and  to  the  last  period  of  these,  viz.  to  his 
eleventh,  which  began  from  Aug.  29.  in  b.c.  173,  after  his 
a.m.  5320,  and  ended,  as  if  at  Aug.  29  in  a.d.  360,  together 
with  his  a.m.  5852,  he  annexed  a Paschal  Table  with  the 
14th  day  of  the  moon  and  Easter-day  for  each  year  calcu- 
lated and  marked  according  to  the  principles  of  the  Church 
of  Alexandria.  Ilis  omission  of  8 years  of  the  Emperors, 
and  consequent  depression  of  the  endings  of  his  43rd  of 
Augustus  and  his  19th  of  Tiberius  to  a.d.  9 and  a.d.  42  of 
the  vulgar  era,  is  considered  by  Idelcr  to  have  been  no  mere 
blunder,  but  a deliberate  contrivance  in  order  to  obtain  for 
the  year  and  Passover  of  the  Crucifixion  certain  conditions 
offered  only  by  a.d.  42,  the  Resurrection  being  put  by  him 
at  March  25  in  that  year,  which  is  his  a.m.  5534,  and  his 
Pasclialion  (which  Syncellus  promises  to  copy  and  continue) 
beginning  as  from  its  dies  natalis  from  that  day.  And  the 
relation  in  which  the  scheme  of  Anianus  stands  to  the 
cyclical  cnroicaTutrratTis  of  the  Old  Egyptian  Chronicle  goes 
far  to  show  that  Idelcr’s  opinion  is  correct.  For  Anianus 
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must  have  known  from  merely  reckoning  back  in  the  Calen- 
dar of  the  old  movable  year  that  there  were  145  years 
between  the  era  of  Diocletian,  when  the  movable  Thoth 
1 had  just  fallen  on  June  12  0,  and  the  cyclical  epoch  when 
Thoth  1 coincided  with  the  rising  of  Sirius  and  with  July 
20  a ; and  yet  he  depressed  by  implication  the  cyclical  epoch 
as  attached  to  the  close  of  his  own  483rd  year  from  the 
flight  of  Nectancbo  by  8 years,  so  as  to  leave  an  interval 
between  it  and  the  era  of  Diocletian  of  137  only  instead  of 
145  years. 

On  the  other  hand,  as  regards  Panodorus,  who  was  the 
later  writer  of  the  two,  following  Anianus,  but  with  many  am- 
plifications, additions,  and  repetitions,  and  with  much  less  of 
accuracy,  and  sometimes  varying  from  him,  the  fact  that  the 
sum  of  5493  years,  which  he  made  to  Aug.  29  before  the 
Nativity,  gives  on  being  divided  by  19  the  Golden  Number 
suggests,  as  Ideler  thinks,  the  inference  that  it  was  deter- 
mined with  a view  to  this  end.  And  as  he  puts  the  Nativity 
in  B.C.  1 of  the  vulgar  era,  and  so  his  epoch  coincides  with 
our  own,  this,  Ideler  observes,  may  suggest  the  idea  that 
Dionysius  Exiguus  simply  followed  Panodorus  when  ho  in- 
troduced it  in  the  West.  But  in  truth  Dionysius  seems  not 
himself  to  have  put  the  Nativity  in  the  year  B.C.  1 of  the 
vulgar  era,  so  as  to  coincide  exactly  with  Panodorus  and 
with  the  present  vulgar  reckoning,  but  one  year  later. 

Thirdly,  we  learn  from  Syncellus  that  both  Anianus  and 
Panodorus  made  it  their  object  to  exhibit  the  whole  series  of 
heathen  tradition  and  history,  especially  that  of  the  most 
ancient  nations,  the  Clialdseans  and  Egyptians,  as  parallel 
and  in  harmony  with  their  own  series  of  sacred  history : that 
in  order  to  exhibit  this  parallel  they  made  use  of  the  hypo- 
thesis that  the  most  ancient  times  of  the  Egyptians  were 
reckoned  first  in  months,  and  then  in  seasons  (this  latter 
idea  being,  however,  only  from  Diodorus),  so  as  to  make 
when  added  up  together  those  vast  periods  wliich  had  pro- 
voked ridicule  even  from  the  heathen  Greeks,  while  the  still 
vaster  periods  of  early  Chaldsean  tradition  were  resolvable 
into  days:  that  they  both  blamed  Eusebius  for  rejecting 
this  explanation,  though  it  came  to  him  with  the  acceptance 
of  Africanus,  and  undertook  themselves  to  show  that  it 
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might  be  applied  with  a satisfactory  result.  It  is  true  that 
Syncellus  only  ridicules  them  for  their  pains,  and  expresses 
his  own  entire  agreement  with  Eusebius,  who,  ho  says, 
understood  rightly  that  those  vast  periods  were  merely  cal- 
culations of  a zodiacal  iaroKardaraais.  But  this  fact  itself 
is  an  assistance  towards  distinguishing  in  the  pages  of  Syn- 
ccllus  and  reconstructing  the  scheme  which  he  so  rejects. 

Thus  much  premised,  we  observe  that  the  Egyptian 
scheme  recoverable  from  Syncellus  professes  for  itself  to  be 
based  upon  an  edition  of  Manetho,  and  at  the  same  time  to 
be  a reduction  of  certain  vast  sums  of  years  contained  in  the 
same  edition ; while  the  title  of  the  “ Book  of  Sothis  ” and 
a prefatory  “ Letter  from  Manetho  the  Sebennyte  to  Ptolemy 
Philadelphia”  connected  with  the  same  “ Manetho,”  clearly 
show  that  the  nature  of  the  edition  in  question  was  cyclical. 
And  the  sums  given  from  it,  both  unreduced  and  reduced, 
besides  its  number  of  “ cxiii  generations ,”  show  no  less 
clearly  that  it  was  in  substance  that  of  the  Old  Chronicle. 
So  the  original  and  chief  material  was  no  doubt  the  Ma- 
netho of  Ptolemy  of  Mendes  and  Africanus,  in  which  both 
the  Old  Chronicle  was  given  as  one  of  the  chief  sources 
followed  by  Manetho,  with  its  xxx  dynasties  and  its  cxiii 
generations,  and  also  the  Manetbonian  lists  of  the  names  and 
reigns  of  the  kings  arranged  in  xxx  or  xxxi  dynasties 
differing  from  those  of  the  Chronicle ; whereas  the  genuine 
and  original  Manetho  had  neither  any  distinct  reckoning  of 
cxiii  generations,  nor  any  cyclical  scheme  or  “astrological 
deals"  at  all. 

Further,  though  Syncellus  quotes  at  length  on  this  sub- 
ject from  Panodorus,  and  names  him  chiefly  as  blaming 
Eusebius,  and  as  employing  himself  the  method  of  reduction 
to  harmonise  sacred  and  heathen  tradition,  it  is  demonstrable 
from  Panodorus’s  own  words  that  he  was  herein  only  follow- 
ing and  describing,  and  that  inattentively,  the  scheme  of 
Anianus.  For  after  stating  accurately  the  general  prin- 
ciple that  the  vast  periods  of  early  Egyptian  tradition  had 
been  swelled  originally  by  reckoning  “ months  of  30  days” 
[12  of  which,  with  5 days  implied  as  accompanying  them, 
really  went  to  an  Egyptian  year]  as  if  they  were  full  years, 
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and  that  they  were  to  be  reduced  by  division  to  years  of 
365  days,  he  connects  this  statement  with  two  sums,  the 
first  11,985  [11,984]  unreduced  nominal  years,  the  second 
968  years  and  208  days,  obtained,  as  he  implies,  by  this 
method  of  reduction  from  the  former.  But,  in  truth,  had  he 
not  been  inattentive,  he  would  have  perceived  that  in  the 
case  of  this  one  sum  of  968  years  and  208  days,  and  of  this 
one  only,  the  method  of  reduction  employed  teas  exceptional,  and 
was  not  that  which  he  has  described  in  connection  with  it. 

Lastly,  it  will  appear  that  the  Christian  Egyptian  scheme 
the  elements  of  which  are  to  be  found  in  Syncellus  is  so 
connected  indirectly  with  the  fancy  of  the  taroKardcrracns  in 
xxv  Sothic  cycles  of  nominal  and  mixed,  or  iv  of  full,  years, 
and  especially  with  the  last  cycle,  that  is  the  twenty-fifth,  or 
the  fourth,  of  the  whole  series  which  really  ended  iu  a.d.  139, 
that  the  sum  of  its  (5501  + 138  = ) 5639  Alexandrian  years 
down  to  Aug.  29  in  the  2nd  of  Antoninus  Pius  must  be  sup- 
posed to  end,  as  nearly  as  may  be,  together  with  the  last 
Sothic  cycle  of  the  Chronicle,  that  is,  at  Aug.  29  next  after 
the  Sothic  epoch  of  July  20  in  a.d.  139  of  the  vulgar  era. 
And  consequently  the  first  5501  years  of  this  sum,  and  in 
particular  the  5501st,  which  is  Anianus’s  43rd  of  Augustus 
containing  the  Nativity,  must  be  supposed  to  end  at  Aug. 
29  in  a.d.  1 of  the  vulgar  era.  So  that  on  this  account 
also  the  scheme  seems  to  have  had  some  other  author  than 
Panodorus,  who  made  simply  and  consistently  5494  years 
only  to  the  end  of  the  43rd  of  Augustus  in  a.d.  1 of  the 
vulgar  era,  and  not  more  than  (5494  + 138  = ) 5632  to  Aug. 
29  next  after  the  Sothic  epoch  in  the  2nd  year  of  Antoninus 
Pius,  in  a.d.  139.  The  sum  made  by  Anianus,  on  the 
other  hand,  to  the  end  of  the  43rd  of  Augustus,  the  year 
containing  for  him  and  for  Panodorus  alike  the  Nativity, 
being  5501  years,  these  with  138  more  of  the  Emperors  to 
the  end  of  his  483rd  from  the  flight  of  Ncctanebo  make 
(5501  + 138  = ) 5639  years,  exactly  the  sum  which  the 
Egyptian  scheme  recoverable  from  Syncellus  requires. 
It  is  only  in  appearance,  and  by  a chronological  dis- 
location similar  to  those  of  Manetho,  that  the  Nativity  is 
drawn  down  for  Anianus  to  a.  d.  9,  and  the  cyclical  epoch 
of  his  483rd  year  from  Ncctanebo  to  a.d.  147  through  an 
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omission  of  8 years,  probably  the  same  8 as  are  dropped  by 
Syncellus  between  the  accessions  of  Tiberius  and  Trajan. 
Aniantis  probably  had  for  this  interval  only  75  instead  of 
83  full  years  (see  p.  904,  a.d.  147),  while  Panodorus 
reckoned  rightly  all  the  283  years  between  the  43rd  of 
Augustus  and  the  1st  of  Diocletian,  but  had  7 years  fewer 
than  Anianus  in  his  chronology  before  Christ.  This  for  him 
was  not  necessarily  any  error,  as  his  scheme  was  no  longer 
even  indirectly  cyclical,  nor  was  he  bound  to  agree  to  a 
year  with  the  reckoning  of  Anianus. 

These  distinctions  having  been  made,  the  reader  will  not 
be  in  danger  of  any  misunderstanding  when  he  finds  us  often, 
or  generally,  to  speak  as  if  Anianus,  no  less  than  Panodorus, 
made  the  43rd  of  Augustus  (the  year  including  for  them 
both  the  Nativity)  to  end  in  a.d.  1 of  the  vulgar  era.  Nor 
will  he  suppose  that  this  is  inconsistent  with  the  statement 
which  he  finds  in  Ideler’s  Handbuch,  or  elsewhere,  that 
Anianus  made  the  year  of  the  Nativity  to  end  in  a.d.  9, 
while  Panodorus  by  restoring  8 years  of  the  Emperors 
omitted  by  Anianus  between  the  accessions  of  Tiberius  and 
Trajan,  put  back  the  1st  Alexandrian  year  of  Trajan  and  the 
43rd  of  Augustus  to  their  true  places,  so  as  to  begin  and  end 
in  a.d.  98  and  a.d.  1 of  the  vulgar  era.  This  is  perfectly 
true.  Still,  so  far  as  Anianus’s  Egyptian  scheme  is  con- 
cerned, we  must  either  rectify  for  him  his  unchronological 
depression  by  tacitly  restoring  the  8 years  improperly 
omitted,  and  speaking  as  if  he  ended  his  Alexandrian  43rd 
of  Augustus  and  the  Alexandrian  2nd  of  Antoninus  Pius, 
1 38  years  after  it,  both  at  their  true  places  in  terms  of  the 
vulgar  era, — or  else,  if  the  reader  be  a Copt  or  an  Abyssi- 
nian who  will  not  admit  the  existence  of  a lacuna  of  8 years 
in  his  reckoning  below  the  43rd  year  of  Augustus,  we  must 
lay  down,  ex  hypothesi,  and  without  regard  to  astronomy  or  his- 
tory, that  the  cyclical  epoch  itself  was  drawn  down  to  a.d. 
(9  + 138  = ) 147,  and  then  all,  for  him  at  least,  will  be  right. 

Before  inquiring  more  closely  into  the  Egyptian  scheme 
of  Anianus,  it  will  be  proper  to  describe,  so  far  as  it  may  be 
collected  from  Syncellus,  that  scheme  of  sacred  chronology 
to  suit  which  it  was  arranged. 

Anianus  followed  Eusebius  in  making  2242  years  rather 


Digitized  by  Google 


842 


EGYPTIAN  CHRONICLES. 


than  2262  to  the  end  of  the  year  of  the  Flood,  only  be- 
ginning not  from  Sept  1 or  Oct  1 but  from  Aug.  29. 
Synccllua  himself,  beginning  not  with  Anianus  from  the 
autumn  but  from  March  25  in  the  Bpring  preceding,  counts 
5000  years  complete  to  the  Incarnation,  instead  of  5501  to 
the  end  of  the  year  including  the  Nativity.  From  the  Flood 
to  the  birth  of  Abraham  Anianus  made  not  940  but  1070  years. 
These  are  divided  by  the  Dispersion  into  two  sums  of  534 
and  536  respectively.  The  first  sum  of  534  contained  135 
years  of  Arphaxad,  130  of  the  second  Cainan,  of  which  (130 
— 20=)  110  are  an  uncompensated  excess,  130  of  Salah, 
1 34  of  Eber,  and  the  first  5 years  of  Peleg.  So  in  all  there 
were  2776  years  complete  to  the  Dispersion.  In  the  re- 
maining (125  + 132  + 130  + 79  + 70=)  536,  which  made  to 
Abraham  a total  of  3212  years,  there  was  nothing  peculiar. 
The  difference  between  the  3212  of  Anianus  and  the  3184 
reckoned  by  Eusebius  to  the  same  point  falls  short  by  2 of 
the  130  years  of  the  second  Cainan  because  Eusebius  had 
interposed  2 years  not  retained  by  Anianus  between  the 
year  of  the  Flood  and  that  of  the  birth  of  Arphaxad. 
From  the  autumn  preceding  the  birth  of  Abraham  to 
that  preceding  the  Exodus  Anianus  had  the  usual  505 
years;  then  40  to  the  death  of  Moses,  and  (2  + 25  =) 
27,  like  Eusebius,  to  that  of  Joshua.  Then  he  not  only 
reinserted  the  10  years  allowed  by  Josephus  for  the 
Elders,  but  he  added  to  them  [8]  more,  from  not  under- 
standing that  the  last  8 of  the  “ 18  years  of  anarchy,”  or 
time  without  a ruler  or  judge,  named  by  Josephus  were 
identical  with  the  8 of  the  first  Servitude.  So  these,  with 
[2]  of  the  27  of  Joshua,  made  for  him  between  the  death  of 
Moses  and  the  beginning  of  the  first  Servitude  an  excess 
above  the  truth  of  [10]  years.  Then  he  reckoned  388  years 
of  the  Judges,  in  which  the  111  years  of  the  Servitudes  and 
the  10  years  of  Elon,  all  improperly  omitted  by  Eusebius, 
were  restored,  but  2 years  were  wrongly  dropped  from  the 
judgeship  of  Jair.  Then  20  years  were  reckoned  separately 
to  Samson,  and  40  of  interregnum,  which  sums,  though  both 
erroneous,  may  be  regarded  as  equivalent  to  the  40  of  Eli 
and  the  20  of  Samuel’s  minority,  only  in  inverted  order. 


Digitized  by  Google 


ANIANUS,  PANODORUS,  ANI)  8YNCELLU8.  843 

And  so  he  had,  all  but  2,  the  450  years  of  St.  Paul  for  the 
time  of  the  J udges  to  Samuel  the  Prophet  and  to  the  assembly 
at  Mizpch.  Then  followed  20  of  Eli,  and  20  of  Samuel, 
which  was  the  same  thing  as  if  he  had  given  40  to  Samuel. 
But  40  years  are  more  by  8 than  the  32  indirectly  given  to 
him  by  Josephus.  So,  after  allowing  2 of  these  in  compen- 
sation for  the  2 improperly  taken  away  from  Jair,  there  are 
still  [6]  which  make  all  his  excesses  at  this  point  to  amount 
to  (110  + 2 + 8 + 6 = ) 126  years.  Then  he  had  (40  + 40  + 
40  = ) 120  years  of  the  three  kings,  Saul,  David,  and  Solo- 
mon making  in  all  to  the  end  of  “ the  8th  year  of  Solomon, 
when  he  dedicated  the  Temple,”  a sum  of  4478,  and  to  his 
death  4510  years.  Eusebius  made  to  the  end  of  the  8th  of 
Solomon  only  (3184  + 988  = ) 4172  years,  being  306  fewer 
than  Anianus.  The  difference  between  them  consists  in  the 
following  items:  (130  — 2 = ) 128  caused  by  the  second 
Cainan  + 18  of  the  Elders  and  anarchy  after  Joshua +111 
of  the  Servitudes  omitted  by  Eusebius + 10  of  Elon,  called 
by  Syncellus  “ Ehud  the  11th  Judge,” + (40  of  interregnum 
after  the  Judges,  or,  if  those  years  be  taken  to  represent  the 
40  of  Eli,  + the  40  divided  afterwards  by  Anianus  between 
Eli  and  Samuel— 2 omitted  on  Jair=)  38  + 1,  which  is  the 
23rd  of  Tola  wrongly  and  inconsistently  omitted  by  Euse- 
bius, but  not  by  Anianus.  From  the  death  of  Solomon 
Anianus  made  394  years,  as  in  the  scheme  of  Josephus, 
unrcctified,  to  the  end  of  the  11th  of  Zedekiah,  which  would 
be  set  at  Aug.  29  either  by  throwing  it  back  nine  months 
(from  June  21)  or  by  drawing  it  three  forwards,  beyond  the 
burning  of  the  Temple.  Let  it  be  supposed  to  be  thrown 
back.  Then,  in  the  394  there  are  6 imperfect  years  of  Jeho- 
shaphat,  Jchoram,  Athaliah,  Jotham,  Aliaz,  and  Jehoiakim, 
(sec  p.  900)  which  being  improperly  reckoned  as  full,  cause  an 
excess  of  4 years.  But  otherwise  the  years  of  the  kings  seem 
to  have  been  reckoned  rightly.  And  at  this  point  Anianus  has 
completed  his  a.m.  (4510  + 394  = ) 4904.  And,  since  his 
whole  sum  to  the  end  of  the  year  of  the  Nativity  is  5501,  it 
is  clear  that  he  has  still  to  reckon  to  that  point  (5501  — 4904 
= ) 597  years,  being  9 years  more  than  really  intervened 
between  the  commencement  of  the  Captivity  if  set,  as  he 
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may  have  set  it,  at  Aug.  29  in  b.C.  588,  anti  the  end  of  hid 
43rd  of  Augustus  at  Aug.  29  in  a.d.  1 of  the  vulgar  era. 
The  composition  of  his  597  years  is  as  follows.  First.,  there 
are  the  70  of  the  Captivity  beginning  as  if  from  Aug.  29 
after  the  burning  of  the  Temple,  which  should  be  1 year  too 
low,  but  from  a date  9 years  higher  than  Aug.  29  before  the 
burning  of  the  Temple,  and  so,  in  fact,  in  terms  of  his 
reckoning  9 years  too  high,  and  ending  as  if  at  the  last  ac- 
cession of  Cyrus,  which  should  be  in  B.C.  536,  but  which  is 
drawn  down  by  an  omission  of  9 years  of  the  later  Persians, 
so  as  to  stand  in  b.C.  527.  Thus  of  the  (70  — 52  = ) 18  years, 
too  many  which  he  seems  to  make  between  the  beginning  of 
the  Captivity  of  Zedekiah  and  the  Edict  of  Cyrus  (the  half 
of  them  being  compensated),  there  remain  only  9 to  be 
added  to  his  former  excesses,  raising  their  total  sum  to  (126  + 
4 + 9 = ) 139  years.  Below  the  Median  accession  of  Cyrus 
and  the  end  of  the  Captivity,  instead  of  206,  the  true 
number  of  years  of  the  Persian  kings  still  to  follow,  he  gave 
them  only  197  years  to  the  cosmocracy  of  Alexander  in  b.c. 
330.  And  it  is  this  his  suppression  of  9 Persian  years 
which  compensates  for  one  half  of  his  excess  of  18  years  in 
the  reckoning  of  the  Captivity  above.  The  9 years  omitted 
seem  to  have  been  taken  4 of  them  from  Artaxerxes  Mne- 
mon,  as  if  he  had  reigned  only  40  years  in  all  and  of  those 
36  alone,  and  the  other  5 from  Ochus,  as  if  he  had  reigned 
only  20  years  in  all  and  of  those  1 6 from  the-  death  of  his 
father.  But  from  the  cosmocracy  of  Alexander  beginning 
from  after  his  a.m.  5171  to  the  end  of  his  43rd  of  Augustus, 
A.M.  5501,  Anianus  made  rightly  330  years. 

Whether  ending  with  the  true  cyclical  epoch  or  with  the 
cyclical  epoch  ostensibly  drawn  down,  Anianus  had  equally 
(5501  + 138=)  5639  years  with  which  to  compare  the 
Egyptian  sum  of  the  aTro/caTaenacns  in  XXV  nominal  cycles 
or  36,525  nominal  and  mixed  years  exhibited  by  the  Old 
Chronicle,  and  adopted  as  his  basis  by  the  Manctho  of 
Africanus. 

That  lie  understood  the  exhibition  of  a series  of  Sothic 
cycles  ending  ostensibly  at  the  conquest  of  Ochus  in  B.c. 
345,  or  at  the  assumption  of  a crown  by  the  Lagidaj  in  B.c. 
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305  of  the  vulgar  era  to  be  a mere  fiction,  and  knew  that 
any  such  series  imagined  in  the  times  of  the  Ptolemies  must 
necessarily  end,  in  truth,  (40  + 443  = ) 483y  ears  later  than 
the  conquest  of  Ochus,  viz.  in  a.d.  139  of  the  vulgar  era,  is 
shown  distinctly  by  the  fact  that  he  omits  from  his  Egyp- 
tian scheme — or  rather  he  tacitly  retransposes  and  puts  down 
to  their  true  places  below  the  conquest  of  Ochus — those  (40 
+ 443  = ) 483  years  “of  the  Cycle,”  which  had  been  thrown 
up  by  the  Old  Chronicle  443  of  them  above  Menes,  and  the 
other  40  above  the  Demigods,  while  all  the  remaining 
(36,525  — 483  = ) 36,042  years  of  the  Chronicle  are  either 
accounted  for  by  reduction  or  actually  exhibited  in  the  form 
of  Alexandrian  years. 

Anianus  then  went  up  from  the  end  of  his  own  1st  year 
of  Antoninus  Pius  containing  the  Sothic  epoch,  wherever 
placed  or  misplaced,  the  (443+40=)  483  years  of  the  Old 
Chronicle,  or  from  the  end  of  his  own  43rd  of  Augustus 
containing  the  Nativity,  wherever  placed  or  misplaced,  he 
went  up  345  years  to  the  true  date  of  the  last  Persian 
conquest  in  his  u.c.  345 ; and,  having  thus  disposed  of  the 
483  years  “ of  the  Cycle,”  he  had  before  him,  of  the  36,525 
years  of  the  Old  Chronicle,  a sum  of  36,036  to  examine  and  to 
account  for.  And  the  first  point  perhaps  to  be  considered 
or  forecast  was  how  many  years  in  all  he  could  afford  to 
allow  for  Egyptian  kings.  With  such  a sacred  chronology 
as  has  been  described  above  it  is  plain  that  he  would  not  be 
likely  to  adhere  to  the  plan  of  Eusebius  who  had  allowed 
them  to  begin  only  from  the  birth  of  Abraham,  and,  what  is 
more,  only  from  his  own  date  for  the  birth  of  Abraham 
depressed  143  years  below  the  true.  On  the  other  hand  he 
could  not  well  introduce  Menes  as  founding  a monarchy  in 
Egypt  at  any  earlier  date  than  the  Dispersion.  And  Afri- 
canus  had  already  suggested  that  this  was  the  point  from 
which  the  kingdom  of  Menes-Mizraim  might  be  allowed  to 
have  begun.  Anianus  therefore  accepted  this  base.  Then  he 
compared  with  his  own  sum  of  (5639—483  = ) 5156  years 
from  the  Creation  to  the  conquest  of  Ochus,  or  (5156  — 
2212  = 2914  — 534  = ) 2380  from  the  Dispersion  to  the  true 
date  of  the  last  Persian  conquest  in  his  b.c.  345,  that  sum 
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of  3555  years  of  kings  which  the  chronographers  Erato- 
sthenes and  Apollodorus  had  collected  from  the  original 
Manetko  (this  sum,  though  greater  than  that  of  the  Chro- 
nicle, being  much  more  moderate  than  what  he  found  in  the 
xxxi  dynasties  of  Africanus).  And  he  found  the  sum  of 
Manetho  to  be  too  great  for  him  by  (3555  — 2380  = ) 1175 
years,  the  foundation  of  the  monarchy  by  Mcnes  being 
carried  back  by  it  not  only  to  the  head  of  the  534  years 
intervening  between  the  Dispersion  and  the  Flood,  but  also 
(1175  — 534  = ) 641  years  above  the  Flood  itself. 

Hereupon  he  determined  to  place  the  settlement  of 
Egypt  by  Mizraim  at  the  Dispersion,  that  is,  after  his  own 
a.m.  2776;  and  departing  slightly  from  Africanus,  and  no 
longer  identifying  Mizraim  himself,  the  Patriarchal  settler 
of  Egypt,  with  Menes  its  first  king,  he  allowed  72  years 
from  the  Dispersion  and  the  first  settlement  of  the  country 
for  the  growth  of  the  nation,  and  made  Menes  to  found  the 
monarchy  at  some  interval  after  the  death  of  Mizraim  at  the 
end  of  his  own  a.m.  (2776  + 72  = ) 2848.  So  there  seemed 
to  be  a space  left  of  (3555  — 641=2914  — 534  = 2380— 
72  = ) 2308  years  for  him  to  allow  out  of  Manetho’s  3555  as 
intervening  between  the  end  of  his  A.M.  (2848  + 2308  = ) 
5156,  which  would  have  been  his  natural  and  true  date  for 
the  last  Persian  conquest,  and  the  accession  of  Menes  after 
his  A.M.  2848.  And  such  would  have  been  his  scheme, 
no  doubt,  but  for  a singular  fancy  — a fancy  worthy  of  one 
of  the  heathen  Egyptian  priests  who  had  conversed  with 
Diodorus,  and  perhaps  borrowed  from  some  such  source  — 
for  the  sake  of  which  he  varied  the  construction  of  the  lower 
part  of  his  series.  The  change  which  he  devised  was  this : 
lie  put  back  the  conquest  of  Ochus  by  15  years,  so  as  to 
make  it  stand  ostensibly  at  his  B.c.  360  instead  of  B.C.  345, 
just  24  years  above  the  Macedonian  accession  of  Alexander, 
and  30,  instead  of  15  as  in  the  Chronicle,  above  his  Asiatic 
accession  or  “ cosmocracy.”  “ Ncctanebo  then,  flying  after 
his  defeat  by  Ochus,  as  some  said,  not  to  Ethiopia  but  to 
Macedon,  begat  Alexander  of  Olympias  ; ” and  the  Egyptians 
might  thus  naturalise  the  son  of  Ammon  who  delivered 
them  from  the  Persians,  much  as  in  time  preceding  they  had 
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naturalised  Cambyses,  fabling  him  to  have  been  born  from 
a daughter  of  Apries,  and  to  have  avenged  the  wrongs  of 
his  mother  upon  the  usurper  Amasis.  In  consequence  of 
this  arrangement  transferring  15  years  from  the  last  native 
Egyptian  to  the  last  Persian  dynasty  (which  so  would  have 
20  [really  21]  years  of  Ochus  who  “according  to  some 
recovered  Egypt  before  his  father’s  death,”  + 4 [really  3]  of 
Arses  + 5 of  Darius,  in  all  30  years),  Anianus  made  as  if 
the  3555  years  of  Manetho  had  both  ended  and  begun  15 
years  earlier  that  they  had  ended  and  begun  in  truth.  And 
going  back  from  the  end  of  his  own  A.M.  (5156  — 15  = ) 
5141,  instead  of  A.M.  5156,  to  that  of  his  a m.  (5156  — 3555 
= ) 1601,  which  was  656  instead  of  641  years  above  his 
date  for  the  Flood,  he  cut  off  and  disallowed  from  Ma- 
netho’s  3555  years  of  kings  in  all  (656+534=1190  + 72  = ) 
1262,  and  allowed  the  remainder,  being  (3555  — 1262  = ) 
2293,  with  the  distinct  proviso  that  they  were  to  end  with 
his  own  a.m.  5141.  So  the  sum  of  years  allowed  by  him 
for  the  kings  from  Menes  to  Nectanebo  differed  apparently 
by  only  (1881+443  = 2324-2293  = ) 31  years  from  that 
allowed  in  the  scheme  of  Eratosthenes,  and  really  by  only 
(31  — 15  = ) 16,  since  the  native  Egyptian  kings  of  Erato- 
sthenes, like  those  of  the  Chronicle  and  of  Manetho,  ended 
later  by  15  years  than  did  those  of  Anianus,  and  those  15 
years  cut  off  by  Anianus  did  not  really  belong  to  the  Per- 
sians to  whom  they  were  transferred.  And  the  approxima- 
tion being  so  close,  it  will  be  nothing  strange  if  we  find 
Anianus  distinctly  alluding  to  the  scheme  of  Eratosthenes, 
and  identifying  the  years  of  kings  admitted  by  himself 
between  the  Dispersion  and  Dyn.  XYI  of  the  Old  Chro- 
nicle and  Eusebius  with  those  " 443  years  of  the  Cycle  in 
XV  generations  ” which  Eratosthenes  had  transposed  from 
their  original  place  in  the  Chronicle  and  had  included  below 
Menes  in  the  times  of  the  monarchy.  The  series  itself,  too, 
of  Anianus  seems  to  have  resembled  that  of  Eratosthenes  in 
this  respect,  that  though  he  alluded  to  the  dynasties  of  his 
own  Manetho,  he  did  not  himself  distinctly  exhibit  them  as 
such,  at  least  not  in  that  part  of  his  work  which  was  repro- 
duced by  Panodorus  and  Syncellus,  but  he  made  out  a con- 
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tinuous  list  of  such  «f  the  cxiii  generations  as  he  gave  to  the 
fifteen  dynasties  of  postdiluvian  kings. 

The  passages  in  which  Syncellus  describes  and  adopts  for 
himself  the  above  process,  though  he  neither  understands 
the  basis  of  the  calculation  nor  exhibits  in  his  own  Egyptian 
series  the  sum  proposed  to  be  allowed,  nor  makes  it  end  at 
the  point  designated,  is  as  follows : — 

“'O  Si  Trap’  Alytnrriois  iiriaypoTaro s M ave6w  irepl  twv 
alrrwv  A'  Swacrrctwv  ypityas,  ex  tovtwv  Srr)\aSi)  Aafiwv  Tag 
a<f>oppAs,  Kara  iroAv  Siafaovei  irepl  tow  %povovs  irpos  raOra, 
xaOws  ion  xal  £x  twv  irpoeipijpivwv  r) pit/  dtvwrepw  paOelv  / cal 
etc  twv  efts  AejfOifcropivwv.  Twv  yap  iv  tois  y ropois  piy’ 
yevewv  kv  Swacrretais  A'  dvayeypappevwv,  ovtwv  6 %povos 
[■Xpovoypa<f>os~j  ra  irdvra  irvvrjgev  err]  fy <f>ve',  dpgdpeva  tw  ra<f)ire' 
stu  tov  xoapov  xal  Ai’j^avra  els  to  epp%  xocrpixov  fros,  fjT oi 
irpo  ri]s  tov  ’AAe^dvSpov  tov  Ma*e8di>or  xoapoxparoplas  in; 
irov  is1.”  [Syncellus  is  extracting  from  Panodorus,  who 
again  had  followed  and  varied  from  Anianus.  Neither  the 
sum  epp£ , meaning  perhaps  the  end  of  Syncellus’s  a.m. 
(5500-345  = 5155-8  = ) 5147  in  his  B.c.  (345  + 8 = ) 353, 
nor  the  words  which  follow,  and  which  imply  rather  Pano- 
dorus’s  date  of  a.m.  5493  — 345  = ) 5148  (eppij1),  belong  to 
Anianus.  But  the  3555  years  of  Manetho  reckoned  down- 
wards by  Anianus  from  the  end  of  his  A.m.  1585  (^cfive1) 
necessarily  end  with  his  A.M.  5141,  as  Syncellus  himself 
writes  in  another  place.  So  we  must  restore  and  read  for 
Anianus  eppa'.  Syncellus  then  continues]  : “ ’Ex  tovtwv 
ovv  dipeAibv  tis  tu  irpo  tov  xaraxAvcrpov  yy?  irpos  dvairAi)pw- 
ertv  twv  J3<rpl 3'  if  ’A Sap  ews  tov  xaraxAvcrpov  ws  i/revSi}  xal 
dvvrrapxra,  xal  rd  dirb  tov  xaraxAvcrpov  ews  Tip  Trvpyorroita s 
xal  avyyyirews  twv  yAwcrcrwv  xal  Sicunropas  twv  idvwv  <f>Ab’ , 
£fei  aacpws  ttjv  tipyr/v  ttjs  AlyvrrTtaxrjs  fiamAeias  £x  tov 
irpwrov  fSaaiAevaavTOS  rfjs  Alyvmov  AI  ear palp,  tov  xal 
Mijveos  Aey opevov  irapd  tw  M aveOw,  uiro  tov  fi^os  fro w tov 
it;  A Sap  ews  N exrave(3w  tov  laydrov  fiatnAe ws  Alyvirrov,  ws 
elval  rd  irdvra  dirb  M earpaip  ews  tov  avrov  Nexraveftw  frr) 
firms' , a xal  £<f>6acrev,  ws  irporipijrai,  els  to  xoapixov  epp%  eras 
[rend  yppa  , and  omit  what  follows]  irpo  rfjs  ’ AAe^dvSpov  tov 
xtkttov  dpx>p  erem  ie'  iyyvs.  ToOto  Si  to  J3iJro?'  eros  tov 
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Kocrfxov  tov  pikv  4>aXi*  rrjs  fyorjs  ip>  s',  tov  Si  "E /3sp  tov  irarpos 
tbaXwc  fros  teal  auib  rijs  £a>f)s  p\ij  [pXf7].  Tm  7 dp  f\froa 
erst  rov  Kocr/xov,  orrsp  7/v  rrjs  tov  "E/S sp  tfarijs  p\ 7'  [pXS']  stop, 
eyevvijOr}  ainu>  b <1 laXtK,  zeal  /sera  S'  sttj  rrjs  tov  •I'aXs/e  ysyvrj- 
crsajs,  tout'  sari  rco  aocrpucui  flyjros'  crvvs^vOgaav  ai  7 Xaxrcrai' 
Kal  to)  bnovri  KOapucu)  ^yfrof  fret,  tov  Si  Ef3sp  p\rj  [pX0], 
Kal  rov  viov  avrov  <Pa\sK  fra  s',  Sistnrapgerav  els  ttjv  olicovpJvrjv 
al  oft'  tpvXal  Kal  7X0 zaaai'' 

“ Manetho,  ” he  says,  meaning  the  Manetho  of  the  Book 
of  Sothis  and  of  Anianus  and  Panodorus,  “ makes  in  his 
Three  Books  cxiii  generations”  (the  cxiii  generations  had 
belonged  originally  to  the  Chronicle,  and  were  distinctly 
reproduced  though  with  changes  by  Eratosthenes  and  by 
Anianus,  but  they  do  not  appear  in  the  lists  of  the  original 
Manetho,  nor  in  those  of  the  Manetho  of  Africanus)  “ and 
xxx  dynasties”  (but  the  xxx  or  xxxi  dynasties,  all  of  kings, 
here  meant  do  not  belong  to  the  same  Manetho  with  the 
3555  years)  “ with  3555  years  beginning  ” (that  is,  accord- 
ing to  Anianus,)  “from  after  a.m.  1586,  and  ending” — here 
Panodorus  or  Syncellus  goes  on  — “ with  a.m.  5147  ” [for 
Anianus  “with  a.m.  5141  ”]  “about  15  years  before  the 
cosmocracy  of  Alexander.” 

Fifteen  years  before  the  cosmocracy  was  the  exact  date  of 
the  end  of  Dyn.  XXX  of  the  Chronicle,  as  also  of  the 
original  Manetho,  and  of  Eratosthenes,  and  of  the  Manetho 
of  Ptolemy  of  Mendcs  and  Africanus,  though  this  latter 
ended  his  Dyn.  XXXI  not  at  the  cosmocracy  but  2 years 
sooner.  Eusebius,  giving  to  Arses  4 years  instead  of  3,  and 
so  16  years  instead  of  15  to  Dyn.  XXXI,  had  exhibited  the 
end  of  Dyn.  XXX  in  appearance  one  year  too  high,  that 
is,  16  years  before  the  cosmocracy.  But  the  Manetho  of 
Anianus  or  of  the  Book  of  Sothis  ended  not  15  but  30  years 
before  the  cosmocracy  of  Alexander,  that  is,  it  ended  with 
Anianus’s  a.m.  5141.  “ So,”  he  continues,  “ Manetho  goes 

back  not  only  all  the  534  years  from  the  Dispersion  up  to 
the  Flood,  but  also  656  years  above  the  Flood  (all  which 
1190  years  are  inadmissible).  Let  us  cut  off  then  and  dis- 
allow as  fabulous  these  1190  years;  and  then  beginning 
after  A.M.  2776,  the  5th  of  Peleg  or  138th  [139th]  of  llcber, 
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we  may  allow  the  remaining  (3555  — 1190  = ) 2365  years, 
ns  the  true  duration  of  the  monarchy  between  Menes  and 
Nectanebo,  the  last  native  king  of  Egypt.”  [So  Syn- 
cellus,  who,  like  Africanus,  identifies  Menes  with  Miz- 
raim,  and  makes  the  monarchy  to  begin  at  once  liom 
the  Dispersion.  But  Anianus  distinguished  Mizraim  from 
Menes ; and,  after  supposing  Mizraim  to  have  settled  in 
Egypt  at  the  time  of  the  Dispersion,  he  interposed  an  in- 
terval of  72  years  for  the  growth  of  the  people  before  Menes 
founded  the  monarchy.  Thus  though  be  named,  no  doubt, 
2365  years  from  a.m.  2776  to  a.m.  5141,  as  the  space  from 
the  settlement  of  Egypt  to  Nectanebo,  he  did  not  allow 
2363  of  Manetho’s  years  of  kings,  as  such,  but  only  (2365  — 
72  = ) 2293.]  “ But  2365  years  reckoned  from  after  a.m. 

2776  will  make  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XXX  and  the  reign  of 
Nectanebo  the  last  king  to  end  together  with  A.M.  5141.” 
This  is  the  substance  of  what  Syncellus  says  in  the  place 
now  alluded  to.  But,  in  another  place,  as  we  have  seen 
above,  thinking  of  Panodorus’s  Egyptian  series,  or  of  his 
own,  but  not  of  Anianus’s,  he  writes  or  copies  inconsistently 
that  the  2365  years  allowed,  and  beginning  from  after  a.m. 
2776,  “end  with  a.m.  5147  about  or  nearly  (i tov  and  eyyvs) 
15  years  before  the  reign  of  Alexander.”  Panodorus,  per- 
haps, besides  omitting  somewhere  8 years  of  the  sacred 
reckoning  of  Anianus,  gave  to  his  own  Egyptian  series  6 
years  more  than  had  been  given  by  Anianus,  so  that  it 
ended  with  his  a.m.  5147,  which  was  in  B.c.  (5493  — 5147 
= ) 346,  and  (8  + 6 = ) 14  years  low'er  than  a.m.  5141  of 
Anianus.  This  was  not  indeed  exactly  15  or  “ nearly  15  ” 
but  16  years  before  the  cosmocracy.  It  might,  however,  be 
said  to  be  “nearly  15  that  is  14”  before  the  “reign"  of 
Alexander,  if  his  Egyptian  accession  or  the  foundation  of 
Alexandria  were  substituted  for  the  cosmocracy,  as  it  had 
been  by  the  Manetho  of  Africanus ; and  this,  perhaps,  is 
hinted  by  a variation  of  the  expression  which  is  noticeable 
in  this  place,  Syncellus  not  writing  here  as  elsewhere  “ rrpb 
t rjs  KoafMKparoplas ,”  but  “ irp'o  rijs  tov  A\e£ai’8pov  apyi) r,” 
which  would  suit  equally  for  his  Persian,  his  Egyptian,  or 
his  Macedonian  accession.  For  Syncellus  himself,  who 
made  5500  years  to  March  25  in  b.c.  1 (depressed  to  a.d.  8), 
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the  end  of  a.m.  5147  would  be  14  years,  which  might  be 
called  “nearly”  or  “about  15,”  before  the  cosmocracy  of 
Alexander,  as  he  thrusts  it  up  to  the  head  of  his  a.m.  5162 
in  B.C.  339;  and  the  end  of  a.m.  5141,  in  like  manner, 
might  be  said  to  be  about  or  nearly  15  years  before  the 
“ reign  ” or  Macedonian  accession  which  is  thrust  up  to  the 
head  of  a.m.  5156  in  B.C.  345.  As  regards  Anianus  we 
have  seen  above  that  he  could  have  afforded  to  allow  15 
years  more  than  he  has  actually  allowed  to  the  Egyptian 
monarchy,  if  it  had  pleased  him  to  make  it  end  at  the  same 
point  with  the  Old  Chronicle,  with  Manetho,  and  with 
Eratosthenes,  and  at  the  commencement  of  the  (40  + 443  = ) 
483  years  of  the  Cycle  lying  between  B.c.  345  and  a.d.  139 
of  the  vulgar  era.  The  fancy  for  the  sake  of  which  he 
varied  from  the  earlier  schemes,  and  which  has  been  men- 
tioned above,  is  indicated  by  Syncellus  in  the  following 
passage  appended  to  the  last  names  of  the  Egyptian  and 
Persian  kings,  and  probably  derived  from  Anianus : — 

“ Ad  Ochum  et  Nectanebum  principes  xxxi  Dynastiarum 
descriptionem  Manetho  ” (the  Manetho,  that  is,  of  Ptolemy 
and  of  Africanus)  “ volumine  suo  tertio  per  annos  1050 
dclineavit.  Qute  sequuntur,  Macedonum  reges  spectantia, 
ex  Grsecis  auctoribus  dcsuinuntur.”  And  he  says  that 
Ochus  according  to  some  “ vivente  adhuc  patre  iEgyptum 
debcllavit,”  that  is,  reduced  Egypt  before  the  death  of  his 
father  Artaxerxes.  Who  said  this  is  plain,  when  one  reflects 
that  any  one  who  like  Anianus  put  back  the  Persian  con- 
quest by  15  years  must  have  given  Ochus  in  fact  a reign 
over  Egypt  of  (15  + 6 = ) 21  instead  of  6 years ; the  first  of 
the  21  being  in  that  case  also  the  last  of  his  father,  with 
whom  he  had  been  associated  5 years  earlier.  But  Anianus, 
giving  to  Artaxerxes  only  40  years  in  all,  made  the  Egyptian 
accession  of  Ochus  to  be  apparently  4 but  really  10  years 
before  his  father’s  death.  “ Nonnulli  tamcn  ” Syncellus 
also  writes  (meaning  all  except  Anianus)  “post  ejus  mortem 
[Ochum]  bellum  movissc  sentiunt,  quo  Nectanebo  iEgypto 
fugere  coactus  juxta  quosdam  in  -/Ethiopian),  ex  alioruin 
rclatu  in  Macedonians  recessit,  ubi  Alexandrum  (Jovis  Am- 
monia filium)  genuit.” 
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We  have  now  followed  Anianus  so  far  as  to  have  ascer- 
tained that  above  Aug.  29  commencing  A.M.  5157  in  his 
B.C.  345,  the  true  date  for  the  last  Persian  conquest,  483 
years  before  tbc  end  of  the  Cycle  according  to  the  Chro- 
nicle, and  so  really  fixed  to  B.c.  345  of  the  vulgar  era,  he 
detaches  the  last  15  historical  years  of  the  1881  of  the  Chro- 
nicle and  adds  them  to  the  Egyptian  reign  of  Oehus.  Then 
he  allows  to  the  monarchy,  going  back  from  the  head  of  the 
(483  + 15  = ) 498th  year  before  the  end  of  the  Cycle,  Aug. 
29  in  his  B.C.  360  (his  unehronological  depression  being 
understood  to  be  rectified)  first,  the  remaining  (1881  — 15 
= ) 1866  years  of  the  kings  of  the  Old  Chronicle,  to  the 
head  of  its  Dyn.  XVI,  which  so  should  be  set  at  Aug.  29 
in  B.C.  (360+  1866  = ) 2226,  and  to  the  end  of  his  own  a.m. 
(5501  + 138  = 5639  - 483  = 5156  - 15  = 5141  - 1866  =) 
3275,  the  Egyptian  vague  years  being  reckoned  by  him  as 
if  identical  with  fixed  Alexandrian  years.  And  above  this 
date  he  allows  a further  sum  of  427  years  of  kings,  being 
fewer  by  (443—427  = ) 16  only  than  the  443  similarly 
added  to  the  1881  of  the  Chronicle  by  those  Theban  priests 
who  made  out  the  list  of  Eratosthenes.  So  the  accession  of 
Menes  was  put  at  Aug.  29  in  B.c.  (345  + 15  + 1866  + 427 
= ) 2653,  after  the  end  of  Anianus’s  a.m.  (5501—2653  = ) 
2848.  And  above  Menes  he  reckoned  72  years  of  Mizraim 
or  other  fathers  up  to  Aug.  29  in  B.c.  (2653  + 72  = ) 2725 
at  the  end  of  his  a.m.  2776,  his  era  of  the  Dispersion  and  of 
the  settlement  of  Egypt. 

We  may  deduct  then  in  all  from  the  gross  sum  of  the 
dnoKaTncrTacns  of  the  Chronicle,  viz.  from  36,525  (483+  15 
+ 1866  +427  + 72  = ) 2863  years.  The  remainder,  viz. 
(36,525  — 2863  = ) 33,662,  is  the  sum  of  those  years  of  the 
Chronicle  which  on  the  principle  laid  down  by  Africanus  and 
rejected  by  Eusebius  (as  later  by  Syncellus),  but  accepted 
by  himself,  Anianus  had  to  reduce  as  if  from  months  to  full 
years,  and  to  exhibit  as  reconcilable  by  reduction  with  the 
true  sum  of  the  years  which  had  passed  from  the  Creation  to 
the  Flood  and  to  the  Dispersion,  that  is,  according  to  him, 
with  the  sum  of  2776  years. 

Of  course  it  could  not  be  expected  that  the  sum  of  the 
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remaining  years  of  the  Chronicle,  even  if  they  were  all 
really  months  in  its  scheme,  or  had  been  months  originally 
(neither  of  which  suppositions  is  true  in  fact),  would  of 
itself  give  exactly  on  division  by  12  the  number  of  years 
assigned  by  Anianus  or  by  any  other  particular  author  for 
the  interval  between  the  Creation  and  the  Dispersion ; or 
that  Anianus’s  sum,  or  that  made  by  any  other  author  to  the 
Dispersion,  on  being  simply  multiplied  by  12  would  give 
exactly  the  sum  of  the  Egyptian  remainder.  Still,  as  2776, 
the  sum  made  by  Anianus  to  the  Dispersion,  when  mul- 
tiplied by  12,  produced  33,312,  a sum  less  by  only  (33,662 
— 33,312  = ) 350  than  the  Egyptian  remainder  of  the  Chro- 
nicle, Anianus  thought  that  such  a difference,  amounting  (if 
those  33,662  years  of  the  Chronicle  had  been  really  months) 
to  only  29-j8^  full  years,  being  of  no  unmanageable  dimen- 
sions, might  with  a little  ingenuity  be  dissembled  or  re- 
moved. Taking  advantage  of  the  fact  that  the  earlier  years  of 
the  Egyptians  were  said  to  have  been  “ lunar,  that  is  months 
of  30  days  each,”  1 2 of  which,  and  5 days  besides,  went  to 
one  full  Egyptian  “solar”  year,  whereas  the  true  lunar 
month  has  only  29^  days,  he  thought  he  had  nothing  more 
to  do  than  to  devise  some  pretext  for  asserting  that  such  a 
portion  of  the  Egyptian  remainder  of  33,662  years  had 
been  reckoned  in  a peculiar  way,  being  true  lunar  months 
of  only  29 J days  each,  as  being  reduced  to  years  of  365 
days  should  make  29^,  or  in  round  numbers  30,  years  fewer 
than  would  be  obtained  on  dividing  the  whole  remainder  of 
th  e Chronicle,  viz.33,662,  by  1 2.  The  difference  between 
actual  lunar  and  Egyptian  civil  months  amounting  in  12 
months  to  6 days,  and  the  distinct  consideration  of  the  5 
epagomenaj  in  the  process  of  reduction  disposing  of  5 days 
more  in  making  out  each  year,  he  would,  in  reducing  such 
peculiar  month-years  as  were  feigned  to  have  only  29£  days 
each  to  full  years  of  365  days,  need  11  days  more  than  were 
contained  by  12  of  them  to  make  one  solar  year.  And 
from  11,984  of  them  he  would  make  only  968  solar  years  of 
365  days  each  afid  208  days  (being  7 months  of  29^  days 
each  and  1£  days  over)  towards  a 969th ; and  this  was  about 
30  years  less  than  he  would  have  obtained  had  he  simply 
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divided  the  same  number  by  12,  since  12  in  11,984  go  998 
times  with  8 over.  And,  vice  versa,  9G8  Egyptian  vague 
years  and  208  days  of  a 969th  would  require  for  their  com- 
position 11,984  lunations  of  29£  days  each,  being  (1 1,984  — 
11,628  = ) 356  more  than  the  sum  (11,628) -which  would 
give  969  years  complete  on  being  simply  divided  by  12. 

The  desired  coincidence  being  thus  secured,  the  next 
thing  to  consider  was  how  to  place  those  11,984  nominal 
years  of  the  Chronicle  which  were  to  be  thus  treated  by  a 
peculiar  method  as  lunar  months  of  29£  days  ench,  and 
reduced  to  968  years  of  365  days  with  208  days  over, 
reckoned  by  Anianus  as  969  full  years.  The  Flood  being 
at  a distance  of  534  years  only  above  the  Dispersion,  this  of 
itself  would  forbid  all  thought  of  putting  them  immediately 
before  the  Dispersion  and  the  settlement  of  Egypt,  as  in 
that  case  they  would  be  broken  into  two  sums  by  the  epoch 
of  the  Flood.  And,  besides,  it  would  be  natural  to  put  first 
a form  of  reckoning  which  pretended  to  be  simpler  and  less 
artificial,  actual  natural  months  as  observed  and  counted 
before  conventional  months  of  30  days,  and  to  connect  the 
peculiar  reckoning  asserted  to  have  been  in  use  during 
these  11,984  moons  with  some  plausible  account  of  its 
origin. 

Now  Anianus  found  in  the  First  Book  of  Eusebius’s 
Chronicon  a fable  originally  from  Berosus  which  offered  just 
what  he  wanted.  The  passage  of  Eusebius,  translated  into 
English  is  as  follows:  — “ The  Chaldaean  empire  is  noticed 
first  before  all  others  by  learned  men,  viz.  by  Alexander 
Polyhistor,  Berosus,  and  Abydenus,  and  Apollodorus,  who 
mention  first  1058  years,  in  which  there  was  no  kingdom 
{hr]  afiaotKema).  For  they  say  that  Adam  ruled  for  his 
life,  that  is  the  930  years  ” (the  corrupt  reading  to  t\'  being 
corrected  into  ra  p^\'),  “and  Seth  128  years  more,  making 
1058,  during  which  there  is  no  mention  made  as  yet  in  the 
Scripture  of  kings.  But  in  [i.  e.,  as  usual,  after ] the  year 
of  the  world  1058,  in  the  Northern  region  called  the  Lower 
Country,  the  Chakhcana  who  were  descendants  of  Seth  set 
up  over  themselves  a king  named  Alorus ,”  &c.  And  the 
reigns  of  Alorus  and  his  nine  successors  were  so  apportioned 
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l>y  Beroaua,  or  at  least  by  Polyhistor,  as  to  give  to  the  ten 
kings  a sum  of  1200  years  (expanded  into  days,  and  de- 
scribed as  120  sari)  which  with  the  1058  years  said  to  have 
elapsed  first  made  up  2258  years,  a sum  agreeing  very 
nearly  with  the  reckoning  of  the  Sacred  Scriptures  for  the 
time  before  the  Flood.  And  notwithstanding  the  fancy  of 
the  first  1058  years  being  separate,  it  is  plain  that  the  ten 
generations  are  really  those  of  the  ten  Patriarchs  beginning 
from  Adam,  and  that  Alorus,  the  first  of  them,  is  no  other 
than  Adam  himself.  So  that  the  1058  years  ought  to 
have  been  divided  among  the  ten  reigns,  instead  of  preced- 
ing them  separately.  Anianus,  however,  seeing  the  dis- 
tinction of  the  first  1058  years  to  give  an  opening  for 
placing  separately  those  years  which  he  meant  to  connect 
with  a peculiar  method  of  reduction,  adopted  it  into  his  own 
Egyptian  scheme,  in  which  in  consequence  he  made  his 
Manelho  to  depart  very  widely  from  the  pattern  of  the  Old 
Chronicle,  no  longer  reckoning,  like  it,  to  his  cxiii  genera- 
tions and  xxx  dynasties  all  the  years  of  true  human  time 
from  the  beginning  of  the  antediluvian  world,  nor  again 
from  the  recommencement  of  the  world  after  the  Flood,  but 
only  those  during  which  kingdoms  were  in  existence,  be- 
ginning with  a.m.  1059  for  the  antediluvians,  and  with  the 
(534+72  = ) 607th  year  from  the  Flood,  being  his  A.M. 
(2242  + 534  = 2776  + 72  = ) 2849,  for  the  existing  or  postdi- 
luvian world.  And  whereas  in  the  Chronicle  the  first- 
named  of  tho  Gods,  Phthali,  had  neither  any  limited  reign 
or  dynasty  in  time,  nor  was  reckoned  as  one  of  the  cxiii 
generations,  the  Manetho  of  Anianus  on  the  contrary  made 
him  to  have  been  the  first  mortal  king  of  the  antediluvian 
Egypt  answering  to  the  Chaldsean  Alorus,  and  so,  though 
really  no  other  than  Adam,  later  ostensibly  both  than  Adam 
and  than  Seth. 

So,  taking  the  first  12,696  years  of  the  Old  Chronicle  as 
months  of  30  days  each,  implying  and  carrying  with  them 
under  every  12  the  5 epagomena;  necessary  to  make  up  one 
full  year,  and  asserting  that  1058  full  years  obtainable  by 
dividing  12,696  such  months  by  12  had  passed  from  the 
Creation  during  which  men  were  too  rude  and  ignorant  to 
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measure  time  at  all,  he  implied  that  these  1058  years  were 
afterwards  calculated  and  reckoned  by  the  Egyptians  in  12 
times  their  own  number  of  months  with  the  epagomena: 
necessary  for  each  year  tacitly  included  after  their  manner 
though  not  distinctly  noticed.  He  then  introduced  from 
the  apocryphal  book  entitled  the  Little  Genesis  certain  per- 
sonages called  the  “ Egregori"  or  Sons  of  God,  whom  Eusebius 
and  Syncellus  explain  to  have  been  the  posterity  of  Seth, 
but  Anianus  and  Panodorus  seem  to  have  described  as 
angels.  These  “ descended  [from  their  highlands]  after  the 
1058  years  above-mentioned,  and  became  the  fathers  of  the 
Giants.  And  not  long  afterwards  either  these  Egregori  or 
certain  angels  (here  the  writer,  whether  it  be  Anianus  or 
Panodorus,  refers  to  the  apocryphal  book  of  Enoch)  taught 
men  both  the  division  of  the  zodiac  by  its  xii  signs  into 
360  degrees,  suggesting  a corresponding  division  of  the  solar 
year  into  xii  months  of  30  days  each,  and  the  use  of  a solar 
year  of  360  days,  and  also  taught  them  the  knowledge  of 
the  lunar  month  consisting  of  30  days  [Panodorus  should 
have  written  of  30  and  29  days  alternately,  that  is,  properly 
of  29^  days.]  And  at  this  same  time  monarchy  having  been 
also  first  established,  men  looked  rather  to  the  shorter, 
simpler,  more  visible,  and  more  convenient  circuit  of  the 
moon,  the  nearer  one  to  the  earth  of  the  two  great  lumi- 
naries, and  reckoned  the  years  of  their  first  six  dynasts,  who 
are  called  the  six  Gods  ” [viz.  Phthah  or  "Htfxuoros,  Ra  or 
"HXioy,  Cnepli  or  A7 aOohalgwv,  Stb  or  Kpovos,  Osiris,  and 
Tgphovi]  “ in  lunations  of  [29£]  days  each.  And  these 
lunations  reckoned  to  the  number  of  11,984  (and  equal,  if 
reduced,  to  968  full  Egyptian  years  of  xii  months  of  30 
days  with  their  epagomen®  distinctly  supplied  to  each,  and 
208  days  besides  going  towards  a 969th  year)  were  the 
earliest  periods  of  time  called  gears  ( sviavroi ).” 

Having  thus  1058  4- 968^  which  he  reckons  as  969,  in 
all  2027  full  years,  reduced  from  (1058  x 12  = ) 12,696  and 
11,984,  in  all  24,680  years  of  the  Old  Chronicle,  while  the 
534  full  years  between  the  Flood  and  the  Dispersion  multi- 
plied by  12  answer  to  6408  more,  he  has  already  accounted 
for  31,088  out  of  those  33,662  yenrs  of  the  Chronicle  which 
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remained  to  be  accounted  for.  And  he  has  now  only  2574 
more  of  its  years  to  deal  with.  These  2574  being  divided  by 
12  give  214-JL,  reckoned  by  him  as  215  years:  and  215 
years  added  to  the  former  2027  (2027  + 215  = ) exactly  fill 
up  the  space  left  vacant  between  them  and  the  Flood,  and 
complete  his  sum  of  2242  years. 

This  last  number  215  being  (though  by  mere  accident) 
within  2 units  the  same  with  that  of  217  years  given  by  the 
Chronicle  to  its  vm  Demigods,  it  seemed  natural  to  Ani- 
anus  that  he  also  in  like  manner,  having  given  the  preced- 
ing 969  years  to  the  Gods,  should  now  give  his  smaller  sum 
of  215  to  the  Demigods,  of  whom  he  made  tx,  instead  of 
making  viii  only  like  the  Chronicle.  By  this  arrangement, 
as  if  it  had  been  an  object  to  make  room  for  the  reign  and 
generation  of  Phtliah,  Horus,  whose  traditionary  place  had 
always  been  that  of  “ last  of  the  Gods,”  became  the  first  of 
the  Demigods. 

And  thus  (vi  + ix  = ) xv  dynasties  and  generations  of 
Gods  and  Demigods  were  made  to  follow  one  another  in 
succession  after  the  1058  err/  afiacn'Xeina  in  the  world 
before  the  Flood,  answering  to  the  xv  earlier  or  divine 
dynasties  of  the  Chronicle,  and  symmetrical  in  some  sense 
with  its  other  xv  later  dynasties  of  ordinary  mortals  which 
were  to  follow  in  the  postdiluvian  world.  For  after  the 
Flood,  in  the  renewed  world,  the  first  534  years  to  the  Dis- 
persion, during  the  survival  of  Noah  and  his  sons,  answered 
to  the  time  of  Adam,  and  the  72  years  between  the  Disper- 
sion, or  the  settlement  of  Egypt  by  Mizraim,  and  Menes 
answered  to  the  time  of  Seth  after  Adam.  And  then,  after 
these  (534  + 72  = ) 606  years  in  the  new  world,  monarchies 
were  established  by  Menes  in  Egypt,  and  by  Belus  in 
Assyria,  nnd  by  others  elsewhere ; just  as  in  the  old  world 
of  the  antediluvians  after  the  first  1058  years  monarchy  was 
established  by  those  called  the  Gods  and  the  Demigods. 
In  this  way  too  Anianus  came  somewhat  nearer  to  the  order 
of  Manctho  than  to  that  of  the  Chronicle,  as  his  534  years 
without  monarchy  between  the  Flood  and  Mizraim,  or  (534 
+ 72  = ) 606  between  the  Flood  and  Menes,  are  equal,  if 
multiplied  by  12,  to  6408  or  (6408  + 72=)  6480  nominal 
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years,  a sum  which  following  after  those  of  the  Clods  and  Demi- 
gods is  not  unlike  that  given  by  Manetho  to  his  Mane3  in  the 
same  relative  position  ; whereas  the  Chronicle  had  brought 
down  the  times  of  its  Gods  158  years  below  the  death  of 
Shorn ; and  the  217  years  of  its  Demigods  (but  for  the  inter- 
position of  the  last  part  of  the  Cycle  to  run  out  in  a.d.  139) 
would  have  ended  only  nt  the  accession  of  Menes. 

The  process  of  construction  as  above  described  having 
been  completed,  the  scheme  of  the  Chronicle  with  xxx  dynas- 
ties, xv  of  Gods  and  Demigods  and  xv  of  kings,  and  with 
cxiii  generations  of  rulers,  whether  called  Gods,  Demigods, 
or  ordinary  kings,  in  36,525  nominal  and  mixed  or  5844  full 
years,  was  paralleled  by  Anianus  with  variations  rather  than 
exhibited  in  detail,  the  whole  of  his  parallel  scheme  being 
understood  to  end  according  to  the  true  chronology  at  the 
cyclical  epoch  of  July  20  in  the  1st  year  of  Antoninus 
Pius,  or  at  Aug.  29  following,  which  was  really  in  a d.  139 
of  the  vulgar  era.  Hut  according  to  the  apparent  chronology 
of  Anianus  his  sum  of  years  answering  to  that  of  the  airo/ca.- 
TacTTtims  of  the  Old  Chronicle  was  completed  at  Aug.  29  in 
the  1st  of  Antoninus  depressed  to  our  a.d.  147,  8 years 
below  the  true  point  of  its  completion. 

This  whole  Egyptian  scheme  reduced  and  incorporated 
into  his  own  chronography  by  Anianus,  and  copied,  though 
with  some  incompleteness,  by  Panodorus,  was  really,  as  has 
been  shown,  of  complex  origin,  the  materials  for  its  compo- 
sition being  drawn  chiefly  from  the  Old  Chronicle  and  from 
the  original  Manetho,  but  partly  also  from  Eratosthenes, 
from  the  Manetho  of  Ptolemy  and  Africanus,  from  Jo- 
sephus, from  Eusebius,  and  even  from  other  Egyptian, 
Jewish,  Chaldican,  and  Greek  sources.  But  as  a whole  it 
was  ascribed  under  the  title  of  the  Book  of  Sothis  to  Ma- 
netho (the  Chronicle  having  been  recognised  since  the  time 
of  Ptolemy  as  one  of  the  chief  sources  used  by  Manetho) ; 
and  a preface,  analogous  to  that  of  Ptolemy  containing  the 
Chronicle,  was  probably  prefixed  in  order  to  give  some  hint 
how  the  cyclical  form  of  the  Egyptian  airoKaTaaracns  had 
originated,  and  how  it  had  come  to  be  conjoined,  as  was 
asserted,  with  a true  chronological  reckoning  from  the  Cre- 
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ation,  agreeing  with  Hebrew  and  Christian  computations  ; 
and  also  in  order  to  make  Manetho,  as  if  of  himself,  give  an 
Egyptian  explanation  of  the  fact  that  there  had  been  pre- 
served in  the  sanctuaries  of  Egypt  reckonings  and  genealogies 
of  the  Patriarchs  or  dynasts  (for  as  such  Anianus  repre- 
sented the  Gods  and  Demigods  of  the  first  xv  dynasties) 
who  lived  before  the  Flood. 

The  account  given  by  Syncellus  of  this  “ Manetho  ” or 
“ Book  of  Sothis  ” (for  he  seems  to  give  the  two  titles  indif- 
ferently to  the  Manetho  of  Anianus  and  Panodorus)  is 
contained  in  the  following  extract:  — 

“ llpoKitrai  Xocrrov  xal  tript  Tip  toiv  Klyvmioov  ZwaoTeias 
ptxpa  8caXa/3tcv  ix  raw  Mavi0a>  tov  ’S.eflewvrov,  os  [a  avros?) 
ini  IlroXsfjLaiov  tov  <PiXa8eX<f>ov  upycepsvs  tcov  iv  A ly  unrip 
el8a)Xei(i)v  ^pTjparloas  ex  toiv  iv  rrj  'S.iptaSuerj  [2hpid£»]  yij  xsepe- 
vcov  aTTjXcibv  lepa,  huiXixTip  xal  tspoypaipixols  ypdppaac 

xe)(apaxTTjpi(Tpcivcov  In to  0i 06  tov  npwTov ' Eippov,  xal  ippyvevOec- 
crdiv  peril  tov  xtnaxXvtjpbv  tic  tip  tepas  BcaXtxrov  tit  Tyv  'EW77- 
vi8a  [xoivt/v  sc.]  tfxovrjv  ypdppamv  iepoyXvifuKois,xal  dvafeOevrusv 
iv  /3i/3Xois  viro  tov  'Aya6o8aipovos,  vlou  tov  ft  'Eppov,  irarpos 
Se  tov  Tut,  iv  rotr  dSvrots  tot  iepwv  Aiyunrov  npoireipbnnjae 
toj  aintp  (PiXa8sX(f>rp  ftacnXsl  heinipip  YlroXepaUp  iv  tt)  Eij3\cp 
Ttjs  Xw0lo)s  ypdipiov  ini  Xe^ems  ovtcos  ’ 

“ ’EmoroXrj  MavedS)  tov  'Hefttvvvrov  npos  YlToXepalov  tov 
<PiXa8eA<f>ov. 

“ BacnXet  psydXw  YlroAepuiiip  <PiXa8eX<f>q>  ’iLefiaarip  M avedw, 
dpyispsvs  KaX  ypapparevs  twv  (tax’  Aiyunrov  iepoiv  dSvrwv, 
yivec  Xeftewurrjs  vndp^wv,  ' HXiovttoXitt]!,  Tip  SttnroTT)  pov 
UroXipaicp  yaipeiv. 

“ 'H/tay  Set  Xoyi&crdai,  ptyiure  ftatTiXev,  nepl  ndvrcov  wv  idv 
ftovXt)  Tjpds  i^erdcrac  npayparcov.  'Em^rjTOvvTC  trot  vepl  tuv 
psXXbvrcov  tco  xoaptp  yiyvtaOac,  xa6d>s  ixsXevods  pun,  napa- 
<f)av>jasi ai  croc  a epaOoviepa  /3i/3Xta  ypatf>ivra  irrrb  tov  npond- 
Topos  HpiapsylaTov,  'Eppov  • “Eppcoab  poc,  Sionrord  pov  fta- 
oiXev.” 

This  explanation  of  the  way  in  which  the  knowledge  of 
antediluvian  times  had  been  preserved  by  means  of  the 
“ pillars  or  inscriptions  of  Seth,”  here  called  the  First  Thoth, 
is  manifestly  borrowed  from  Berosus,  and  accommodated  by 
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the  help  of  certain  additions  to  the  service  of  the  Egyptian 
priesthood  (see  Joseph.  Ant  Jud.  i.  2).  Berosus  had  repre- 
sented the  deity  Cronus  as  “ warning  Xisuthrus  of  the 
Flood,  and  enjoining  him  to  write  an  account  of  the  be- 
ginnings, middles  and  ends  of  all  things  and  bury  it  in  the 
city  of  the  sun  or  Heliopolis  named  Sippara  ” (which  means 
“ The  Books"').  And  after  the  Flood  Xisuthrus,  then  him- 
self deified,  bade  his  descendants  to  return  to  Babylonia  and 
there  dig  up  the  buried  writings  and  communicate  them  to 
mankind.  They  therefore  did  so,  and,  having  dug  up  the 
writings  at  Sippara,  founded  many  cities  and  temples,  and 
among  them  Babylon,  which  was  thus  restored  after  the 
Flood.”  (Comp.  Synccll.  Chron.  p.  28  and  Euseb.  Chron. 
5.  8.)  Josephus  speaks  of  certain  stelce  inscribed  by  i>’eth, 
and  set  up  iv  yy  2iptd8i,  which  is  only  another  version  of  the 
same  story,  Seth  being  here  the  first  or  antediluvian 
Hermes. 

The  connection  of  the  Sothic  period,  and  so  of  the  drroica- 
T<i<rra<nst  with  the  idea  of  the  recurrence  of  similar  events, 
and  with  predictions  of  things  future,  and  divination,  and 
astrology,  is  Egyptian,  and  may  be  illustrated  from  other 
sources ; as,  for  instance,  from  what  Africanus  says  of  the 
vast  periods  of  the  Egyptians,  where,  alluding  to  the  sum  of 
the  Chronicle  and  to  the  uTroKaTatTracns,  he  calls  it  an 
“ astrological  period  ” (jrp'os  Oemv  tCh>  Trap'  airrois  d<rrpo\o- 
yovpJvcov).  Put  from  the  way  in  which  this  idea  is  here 
connected  with  the  scheme  of  the  Old  Chronicle  and  with 
the  Book  of  Sothis  it  is  clear  that  the  forger  of  the  letter 
from  Manetho  to  Ptolemy  Philadelphus  did  not  understand 
the  true  incidental  origin  and  purpose  of  the  Chronicle. 

The  'At: oTeXsapaTiKa  ascribed  to  Manetho  were  also  an 
astrological  work  containing  passages  distinctly  connecting 
it  with  this  Book  of  Sothis,  mentioning  the  same  sources, 
viz.  inscriptions  of  the  most  ancient  Thoth  translated  and 
laid  up  in  the  sanctuaries  of  Egypt,  and  addressing  Ptolemy 
in  the  same  sense, — 

“ acvrtov  ‘upuiv  fiifiXtur,  fia<rt\iu  ITroXfjum, 

Krti  KpvtpifUitv  orijXutv  fig  tjvparo  7rdi’(ro<poc  * Epp tjc." 

And  the  same  idea  which  in  a more  general  way  and  on  a 
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larger  scale  is  connected  in  the  Epistle  of  the  pscudo-Ma- 
netho  with  the  Sothic  cnroxardaTaan  is  connected  by  Ilora- 
pollo  ( Hieroglyph . i.  c.  3)  also  with  the  annual  rising  of  the 
star  Sothis  itself:  — “"'Os  (Saithy  dcnrjp)  /rat  Bo/cel  /3aaiXeveiv 
itdv  Xonrcov  dcnepwv,  ot*  p'ev  peitpov  ore  Be  ijcrcrcov  avaTeXXcov, 
/cal  ore  pev  Xapirporepos,  ore  Be  ov%  ovtcos.  “Eti  Be  zeal  Store, 
Kara  ttjv  tovtov  tov  darpov  dvaToXtjv  cnjp.eiovp.e8a  nepl 
irdvroiv  tcov  ev  tw  iviaxrrcp  peXXovrcov  TeXelcrdat."  But  to 
return  to  Syncellus.  He  continues  thus : — 

“ Tatrra  irepl  t!)s  epprjvetas  tcov  vi to  tov  /S'  'Eppov  fitfiXicov 
Xeyet. 

“ Metu  Be  Tavra  /rat  irepl  edvcdv  AlyvrmaKcdv  e ev  X'  Bvva- 
crreiais  ” [and  elsewhere  he  ascribes  to  “ Manetho,”  meaning 
no  doubt  the  same  work,  the  exhibition  also  of  the  cxiii  ge- 
nerations of  the  Chronicle],  “tcov  XeyopJimv  nap'  ai/Tois  i“)ecov, 
/rat  'HptOccov,  /rat  Nf/ri/cov,  /rat  01'ijtoh/”  [the  Jive  are  probably 
PJecov,  'Hptdicov,  'Aepna/v,  Mecrrpatcov, /cal  Alyinnuov],  “ d/v 
/cat  Evcre/3tos  6 llaptpiXov  pvrjaOels  h>  rotr  Xpovt/cots  airrov 
cfiijcnv  ovtcos  * 

“ AlyviTTioi  Be  Oecdv  /rat  rjpidecov  /cal  napd  tovtovs  /cal 
ve/cvcov  xat  Bvtjt&v  erepcov  fiamXecov  ttoXXijv  /rat  cf/Xvapov 
crvveipovcn  pvdoXoytav.  Of  yap  naXaioTaTot  aeXijvtaiovs  ecj/a- 
aav  etvcu  tovs  iviavrovs  ejf  rjpepcov  X/  avvecr~d>Tas  • ol  Be  pera 
tovtovs  6/povs  i/cdXovv  tovs  htavrovs  Tptpijvtalovs’n  [rerpa- 
prjvtalovs  it  was  in  the  original  source,  viz.  Diodorus  Siculus, 
and  so  also  St.  Augustine  has  rightly  copied  it ; and  so  no 
doubt  Anianus  too  understood  it ; though  this  assertion  was 
probably  only  made  in  conversation  to  Diodorus  and  for  a 
purpose  explained  above  at  p.  628.] 

“ Kat  TavTa  p'ev  6 ' Evae/3tos,  pepcf/opevos  ai/Tois  rrj s cf>Xva- 
plas,  evXoycos  crvveypasjrev,  ov  6 llavoBcopos  ” [so  Syncellus’s 
knowledge  of  the  Manetho  of  the  Book  of  Sothis  is  directly 
from  Panodorus,  and  only  indirectly  and  through  Panodorus 
from  Anianus]  “ ov  /caXtos,  cos  olpat,  ev  rovrcp  pepcperat, 
Xeycov,  ot t r/noprjcrs  BtaXvaaaOai  ttjv  iwoiav  tcov  crvyypacpecov, 
r)v  avros  KatvoTepov  tl  Sokcov  /caTopdovv  XJyet’ 

“ 'EiretB/j  dno  rfjs  tov  ’A Bap  TrXdcrecos  ecos  tov  ’Era)^,  ijToi 
tov  KadoXtKov  KoapiKov  erovs  cunrft  ” (Bunsen  from  the  Book 
of  Enoch  would  read  acnr? , but  the  sum  to  the  birth  of 
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Methuselah  in  the  lxx  is  1287  which  requires  acnr^'),  “out s 
pr)i >os  out e iviairrov  dpiOpos  rjpepwv  eyvwpi^no,  ol  8'e  ’Eypr/yopoi 
Kars\06mei  hri  tov  /cadoXucov  xoapixov  y_ iXioarov  erovs  ” [else- 
wliere  %iXtooTw  irsirnjKocntp  dySow  eret  tov  xaapov  xaTr/XBov  oi 
' Eypy/yopoi,  Kai  8itjpKeaavivTrj  irapaftdoei  toss  tov  KaratcXva  prtv” 
and  Enoch  was  born  after  A.M.  1122]  “ ovvavaoTpatpevres  rots 
dvBpwrrois  iSiSagav  avrov  s to  if  kvicXov  s toiv  8vo  <f>a>OT7/po)V 
8a)8exa£a)8iovs  float  t/c  poipcov  r % ■ oi  8e  uTrafiXfy-avres  els  ttjv 
TrepiyetoTspov.  pixporepov,  xal  ev8)j\oTepov  TpiaieovBr/pepov  ae- 
X-qviaxov  kvkXov  iBicmiaav  els  iviairrov  dpiBpeloBai  8iu  to  kcu 
tov  tov  t)Xiov  kvxXov  iv  to  is  ai/Tols  1$  £co8lois  TrX-qpovodcu  iv 
laapiBpois  polpais  t £ * "OOev  avve/Sri  tus  fiaaiXelas  twv 
7 rap'  airrols  ftaa iXsvadvrctiv  Secov  yeveeov  t iv  Avvaarelais  ? 
kut  err;  iv  aeXijvicucols  Tpiaxuvdrjpipots  kvkXois  trap  airrols 
dpiBpelaBai • a xal  avvrj^av  creXi'ivia  acf^ire , err)  ijXia/cu  * ” 
[969.  But  read  ag^ir8',  that  is,  11,984  years].  What 
Panodorus  here  says  is  true  generally,  as  for  instance  of  the 
first  1058  years,  which  are  reduced  from  1058  x 12=12,696 
months  of  30  days  each ; and  it  is  true  of  the  534  years 
between  the  Flood  and  the  Dispersion,  which  are  reduced 
from  534  x 12  = 6408  months  of  30  days  each  ; and  in  like 
manner  of  the  214£  years  of  the  ix  Demigods  next  preced- 
ing the  Flood  which  are  reduced  from  2574  months  of  30 
days  each.  But  of  this  one  sum  of  the  VI  Gods  and  their 
968  full  years  and  208  days,  and  of  this  alone,  it  is  not  true 
that  it  is  obtained  by  reduction  from  12  times  as  many 
months  of  30  days  each.  Nor  are  these  years  of  360  days. 
But  they  are  years  to  each  of  which  the  5 epagomence  are 
apportioned  separately  and  deducted  from  the  month-years 
composing  them ; and  the  months  themselves  are  not  months 
of  30  but  of  29£  days  only ; all  which  lias  been  already 
stated  and  reasoned  upon  above.  The  reader  may  notice  how 
it  incidentally  appears  here  also  that  this  scheme  exhibited 
the  cxiii  generations,  and  made  each  of  the  vi  Gods  to  be  a 
dynasty  by  himself,  as  was  the  case  in  the  Chronicle.  Syn- 
cellus  continues,  and  says  of  the  969  solar  years,  — 

“ TauTa  8i  owapidpovpsva  toIs  rrpo  t fjs  tovtwv  fiaoiXetas 
7/Xia/cois  ainj  (1058)  ertai  trwdyovcri  opa8a  irdiv  J3k£  (2027). 
'Opolais  8e  Kara  Tas  $ [$’]  hwaarelas  tcov  i/piBe'oiv  toiv 
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fiTjStTTOTs  yeyovoTaw  toy  yeyovoToiv  stt)  <nS'  Kal  fjpuav  (214^) 
cttoi iSd^ei  avvicnav  cnro  am)  (1058)  d>pwv  r/roi  rponcov,  coy 
yivecrQai,  <pr)<n,  crv v (969)  apvy  [1153^,  but  969  + 214^ 
make  1183^;  so  we  must  read  ap-rry'']  Kal  rj/ucrv  err),  xal 
ovvairropsva  rotr  in to  ’A Bap,  ptyjn  t rjs  ruv  6eoiv  fiaaikeias 
am)  (1058)  treat  avvdyetv  enj  fiapfi  (1058  + 969  + 215  = 
2242)  Scot  rov  KaTatckvapov.” 

And  again  Syncellus  writes:  — “ Mavs&o  b XeSewurrjs 
ypdtfiei  T<p  airra>  Tlrokspaia)  ■^■evSrp/opwv  Kal  avros,  toy  o B »}- 
pcoaaos,  irepl  Avvacmtoiv  s'  r)roi  6 sow  tojv  prjSeTTOTe  yeyovoTtov 
f [s-']  mu  a <f>T)cn  #£oy“H<ji><xttrroy  iry  6 (9000)  sflaatkevaev. 
Taura  ra  6 err]  irdXtv  rive y to>v  naff  r/pas  iaropiKtov  ’’(that  is, 
Anianus  and  Panodorus)  “ avrl  prjvoiv  oeXrivtaKtbv  Xoytaa- 
fievoi,  Kal  peplaavrss  to  tow  r/peptov  ttXi)8os  tuv  avrow  ff 
aeXrjvioiv  irapa  tus  t rjpepas  rov  svtaurov  ” [this  is  right, 
only  the  months  whose  days  w'ere  so  divided  by  365  days 
were  months  of  only  29i  days]  “ avvfjljav  frrj  ik*£'S'”  [727 
years  and  145  days]  “ %evov  t i Bokovvtss  KaTcopOcoKtvai,  yeXolov 
Si  paXXov  enruv  d^tov  to  \frevSe y rij  dXrjOeia  crvp,0i/3a£ovTe?.n 

The  scheme  of  Anianus  thus  far  described  is  exhibited  or 
indicated  also  by  Syncellus  in  many  of  its  details,  which 
shall  be  put  together  with  some  verbal  supplements.  And 
first  in  this  place  for  the  antediluvian  world : — 

IIpu  rov  KaratcXvafiov. 

[iTpuirov  KarapiOftovvrai  trtj  aiiaaiXtvra  avrj  iaofivvapovvra  crtXqviot^ 
TpuiKovBqpipotc  * «.  e.  First,  there  were  1050  years  before  the 

institution  of  monarchy,  equal  to  12,096  months  of  00  days  each.] 

(Dyn.  I.  Gen.  i.)  Avvaorda  a\  ytvta  a.  Aiyvvrriuv  a if3aoiXtvon> 
"HitxuffTOC  irq  [cai  i//i#pac  p/i*']  itroewaporvra  atXqvioi^  that  is, 

Phthah  reigned  727  years  of  365  days  each,  so  put  in  full  years  for  727 
with  145  days  over,  obtained  from  9000  nominal  years  of  the  Chronicle 
treated  as  lunations  of  29$  days  each. 

(Dyn.  II.  Gen.  ii.)  Avvaartia  /3',  yt via  f3\  AiyvKritov  /3'  if3rtaiXt vmv 
"HXiOf  ll't'Oiarov  trq  ?r'  [<ni  t)prpaQ  pity  ] iaoivvapouvra  atXqviot^  Pa, 

son  of  Phthah,  reigned  80  years  and  123  days  obtained  as  if  from  994 
lunations. 

(Dyn.  III.  Gen.  iii.)  Avvaartia  y',  yivi«  y\  Alyvirriwv  y IfiaaiXuatv 
’Aya^oSatpwv  trq  v?'  [*ai  irStf]  iaotiwapovvra  atXqviotg  Wij',  Aga~ 

thodamon  reigned  56  years  [and  269  days]  obtained  as  if  from  698 
lunations. 

(Dyn.  IV.  Gen.  iv.)  Avvaartia  ytvta  ft.  Aiyvnritvv  o'  i8aaiXtvar 
Kpovoc  irq  p [*rm  t)pipac  {<*']  iaoovvapovvra  osXqviotc  v^q,  Cronus  reigned 
40  years  [and  91  days]  obtained  as  if  from  498  lunations. 
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(Dyn.  V.  Gen.  v,)  Awaonia  yivtd  tft  Aiywritov  t'  ifiaoiXtuotv 
"Ootptg  sat  ’r<ric  trij  X* * [cai  ijp ipag  jci/]  t'aotvvafinvvTa  nXi}i'i'o({  vXS  . Osiris 
and  Isis  reigned  35  years  [and  28  days]  obtained  as  if  from  434  lu- 
nations. 

(Dyn.  VI.  Gen.  vi.)  Avvaortia  ^ ynna  v'.  A lyvvritov  *r/  tfiaoiXivot 
T v$utv  irt)  sff  [r«i  ijpipnq  X*']  loocvvapovvra  atXrjrioig  Typhon  reigned 

29  years  [and  35  days]  obtained  as  if  from  360  lunations. 

'Qjiov  irtj  rUtv  <*'  Out/v  [J^si/  r at  ijpipat  <ri/]  iffotvvapovvra  atXrjrintc 

Sum  of  the  years  of  the  vi  Gods  [968  and  208  days,  reckoned 
ns]  969,  obtained  from  11,984  of  the  years  of  the  Chronicle  treated  as 
lunations  of  29$  days  each.  Below  the  years  of  the  Chronicle  are 
treated  as  Egyptian  months  of  30  days  each,  which  Anianus  pretended 
were  reckoned  in  groups  of  4 each  us  seasons , but  as  numbered  in  the 
Chronicle  are  reduced  by  him  to  years  by  simply  dividing  by  12. 

(Dyn.  VII.  Gen.  vii.)  Aiywritov  £ ifiaaiXtvoiv  TUpoc  rjptOtoc  trij  st' 
[itrti  pijvciQ  + ?]  iooSvvapovvra  wpoig  o?*  r at  ijpipnt f % fjrot  otXqvtatvig  rpin- 
icov^t/pipon;  ivtavrotg  rr.  Horns  the  Demigod  reigned  25  years  and  6 
months,  reduced  as  if  from  76$  seasons  or  306  lunar  years  so  called, 
being  months  of  30  days  each. 

(Dyn.  VIII.  Gen.  viii.)  Aiywritov  rj'  IfiarriXivotv  *A ptjg  ijpiGeog  irrj 
Ky*  [taoSwapovvra  w poig  KO'  ijrot  oiXqviaiotg  rpiasovOtipipoig  ivtavroig 
Ares  reigned  23  years,  reduced  as  if  from  69  seasons  or  276 
months.] 

(Dyn.  IX.  Gen.  ix.)  Aiywritov  6'  IfiaoiXtvcrtv  *Avov/3»c  rjpiOtoc  irrj 
if*  [iffotvvapovvra  upoig  va'  ijrot  otXijvniiotg  rptasovOrjpipotg  ivtavrolg  ai\ 
Anubis  reigned  17  years,  reduced  as  if  from  51  seasons  or  204  months.] 
(Dyn.  X.  Gen.  x.)  Aiywritov  / tfiaoikunnv 'HpakAijc  tjpiOtog  trtj  u* 
[lootvvapovvra  topolg  pt  ijroi  otXqvialotg  rptasovOtjpipotQ  ivtavrotg  pv. 
Heracles  reigned  15  years,  reduced  as  if  from  45  seasons  or  180  months.] 
(Dyn.  XI.  Gen.  xi.)  Alyvirruov  * a ej3atriAfvoiv  * AvoXXiv  rjpiOtog  ce'  * 
[iootvvapovvra  topolg  ot  i/rot  triXrjvtaiotg  rpiasovOqpfpotg  ivtaorolg  r . Apollo 
reigned  25  years,  reduced  as  if  from  75  seasons  or  300  months.] 

(Dyn.  XII.  Gen.  xii.)  Aiyvxriiov  i/3'  ifia<nXu><rtv  " Apptov  rjpiOiog  trij 
X'  * [iooSvvapevvra  wpolg  f ijroi  otXtjvtaion ; rptasovOqpipotQ  ivtavroig  rt\ 
Ammon  reigned  30  years,  reduced  as  if  from  90  seasons  or  360  months.] 
(Dyn.  XIII.  Gen.  xiii.)  Aiywritov  ty  ifiatriAtvot  TtOtoqg  qpiOiog  irq  k£ 
[iooivvapovvra  topoig  va  fjrnt  trtXqvtaiotg  rptaKuvdqpipotg  IvtavroTg  rsC 
Tithoes  reigned  27  years,  reduced  as  if  from  81  seasons  or  324  months.] 
(Dyn.  XIV.  Gen.  xiv.)  Aiywritov  id'  IfiaoiXtvat  ^hZnor  qpiPtog  irq  Xji' 
[lootuvapovvra  topm g {/rot  otXqvtaioig  rptasovOqpipotg  kinavroig  tvc*. 
Sosus  reigned  32  years,  reduced  as  if  from  96  seasons  or  384  months.] 
(Dyn.  XV.  Gen.  XV.)  Alyvirriuiv  U kfiaoiAiuoe  7,tvg  qpiCtog  irq 
[toocvvapot'vra  topaiig  f ijro i otXqrtaioig  TpiasovOqptpotc  ivtaurotg  op ’•  Zeus 
reigned  20  years,  reduced  as  if  from  60  seasons  or  240  months.] 

O pov  trq  rtov  9‘  HptQitov  ait'3'  [ loolvvapovvra  topo if  XPy  Kai  £ 

i/rot  otXijviaioic  rptaKov9qp*pot£  ii'uivrotg  ,3<}>oo.  Sum  of  the  reigns  of  the 
ix  Demigods  214J  years,  reduced  as  if  from  643$  seasons  or  2574 
months.] 

Td  7 ravra  opov  trq  ra  ri  ,avtj'  afiaaiXuna,  sat  ra  TtfS*  rtov  r Oiwr,  sat  rd 
m>'  rwv  0 H piOiiuv  awaptOpovptva  fiopfty  ioocvvnpovvra  tru 7i  roy  'Mavtdw 
fK<j vc\  Total  sum  hitherto  1058  + 969+215=2242  years,  as  if  reduced 
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from  (12,696  + 1 1,984+2574=)  27,254  of  the  36,525  years  of  “Manetho," 
that  is,  really  of  the  01<1  Chronicle. 

In  making  each  of  his  vi  Gods  and  of  his  ix  Demigods  to 
be  by  himself  a dynasty  as  well  as  a generation  the  author  of 
the  Book  of  Sothis  departed  again  from  Manetho  (whom  he 
had  rather  followed  in  giving  to  Phthah  a reign  in  time) 
and  returned  to  the  Chronicle ; yet  without  exactly  follow- 
ing it  For  though  in  both  schemes  there  were  just  xv 
divine  dynasties,  these  in  the  Chronicle  made  (i  + xiii  + viii= ) 
xxii  of  the  cxiii  generations,  xiv  being  constituted  by  as 
many  single  Gods,  each  in  himself  a dynasty,  while  all  the 
viii  Demigods  together,  though  viii  generations,  made  only 
one  dynasty,  the  Fifteenth.  And  after  these  xxii  genera- 
tions  there  were  added  xv  other  generations  which  made  no 
dynasty,  and  which,  being  only  vehicles  for  years  trans- 
posed from  between  n.c.  305  and  a.d.  139,  had  no  true 
place  in  the  consecutive  series  of  human  generations  dedu- 
cible  from  Adam  to  Nectanebo.  So  in  the  Chronicle  (xxii  + 
xv  = ) xxxvii  of  the  cxiii  generations  were  already  accounted 
for  before  coming  to  Menes  and  the  kings  who  commenced 
with  its  Dynasty  XVI.  But  in  the  scheme  of  Anianus, 
whether  it  were  that  he  did  not  know  how  to  name  all  the 
xii  Gods  the  descendants  of  Cronus  in  the  Chronicle,  or  for 
some  other  reason,  the  vn  Gods  of  Manetlio’s  Dyn.  I,  and 
viii  other  names  of  deities  which  he  cither  found  named 
somewhere,  or  perhaps  named  himself,  as  answering  to  the 
viii  Demigods  of  the  Chronicle,  were  made  each  of  them 
into  a dynasty  and  a generation ; so  that,  after  the  exhi- 
bition of  these  (vii  + viii  or  vi  + ix  = ) xv  dynasties  and  gene- 
nations  for  the  old  world,  there  remained  not  only  (cxiii  — 
xxxvii  = ) Ixxvi,  but  (cxiii  — xv=)  xcviii  generations  (as 
the  full  number  of  cxiii,  though  really  too  many  by  xv, 
was  retained)  for  the  xv  dynasties  of  kings  in  the  postdilu- 
vian world.  And,  further,  the  chronological  — one  might 
almost  say  the  true  historical  — character  of  the  generations 
of  the  Chronicle  (for  its  xv  generations  “ of  the  Cycle  ” go 
with  their  443  years)  was  destroyed  or  impaired  not  only 
by  the  improper  retention  of  the  xv  generations  “ of  the 
Cycle,”  though  their  443  years  were  omitted  or  put  down  to 
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their  true  place,  but  also  by  the  exclusion  of  1058  years  at 
the  head  of  the  old  world  and  of  (534  + 72  = ) 606  at  the 
head  of  the  present  world  from  the  time  covered  by  the 
cxiii  generations. 

It  may  be  objected  indeed  that  our  correction  of  Syncel- 
lus’s  express  mention  of  “ the  two  dynasties  (jwv  $ Bvva- 
meicov)  of  the  ix  Demigods”  into  nine,  as  if  he  had  written 
ff  not  0,  or  as  if  he  had  been  confusing  the  two  dynasties 
of  Demigods  which  he  might  fancy,  though  erroneously, 
were  made  by  the  original  Manetho  as  quoted  for  reduction 
in  the  Manetho  of  Ptolemy  and  Africanus,  is  arbitrary ; and 
that  though  it  be  granted  that  Syncellus  says  there  were 
xxx  dynasties,  and  connects  Menes  and  his  first  succes- 
sors with  “ Dyn.  XVI  of  what  is  called  the  Cynic  Cycle,” 
still  the  seven  dynasties  wanting  between  the  “ two  dynas- 
ties of  the  Demigods”  and  Dyn.  XVI  may  be  understood 
to  have  belonged  to  those  “ Manes  and  other  kings,”  who 
are  also  mentioned  by  Syncellus,  and  who  may  occupy  the 
space  between  the  Flood  and  Menes;  or  they  may  even  be 
looked  for  in  those  first  vii  dynasties  of  kings  of  the  original 
Manetho  which  arc  omitted  in  the  scheme  of  the  Book  of 
Sothis  and  in  the  list  of  Syncellus  himself.  For  these,  on 
the  principle  laid  down  by  Africanus,  might  be  supposed  to 
have  been  contemporary  with  the  earlier  kings  whose 
names  arc  given.  But  when  we  consider  how  distinctly 
Anianus  reckons  the  1058  errj  d/3a<ri\evra  before  the  Flood, 
and  again  after  the  Flood  not  only  the  534  to  the  Dis- 
persion but  also  72  of  Mizraira  himself  in  Egypt  (though 
Syncellus  has  transposed  these  and  has  filled  them  up  at 
some  interval  below  his  Menes-Mizraim  with  two  reigns  of 
anonymous  kings),  distinguishing  the  antediluvian  patriarchs 
Adam  and  Seth  above,  and  the  postdiluvian  patriarchs  and 
Mizraim  the  settler  of  Egypt  below,  from  the  kings  and 
dynasties  which  in  each  case  followed,  it  seems  probable 
that  the  scheme  of  Anianus  was  consistent  with  itself, 
and  that  after  no  less  than  before  the  Flood  the  time  of 
patriarchal  ride,  before  monarchy  arose,  was  excluded  from 
its  cxiii  generations  and  from  its  xxx  dynasties.  And  in 
making  xv  dynasties  of  individual  dynasts  before  the  Flood 
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it  would  follow  very  nearly  the  Chronicle  which  had  xiv  such 
dynasties,  its  Dyn.  XV  being  composed  of  the  Demigods  col- 
lectively. As  for  Syncellus’s  mention  of  “ Manes  and  other 
kings,"  there  is  no  difficulty  in  this,  as  in  a number  of  other 
places  there  are  plain  signs  of  confusion  caused  by  three  or 
four  distinct  schemes  all  going  under  the  same  name  of 
Manetho,  and  all  really,  in  some  sense,  rc-editions  of  the 
chronicle  contained  in  his  work.  It  by  no  means  therefore 
follows  that  either  the  Book  of  Sothis,  or  even  the  Manetho  of 
Ptolemy  of  Mendes  and  Africanus,  gave  any  dynasties  to 
Manes  because  Syncellus  in  passages  which  refer  to  thoso 
schemes  mixes  up  the  mention  of  Manes,  any  more  than  it 
follows  that  the  original  Manetho  made  in  all  xxxi  dynasties, 
or  that  he  made  xxx  dynasties  all  of  kings,  or  that  the 
Manetho  of  Africanus  made  in  all  only  xxx  dynasties, 
because  Syncellus  may  speak  here  and  there  as  if  such  were 
the  case. 

It  appears  from  a passage  in  Syncellus  that  the  author 
of  this  Egyptian  scheme  — that  is,  probably,  Anianus  him- 
self— made  a similar  reduction  of  the  still  more  vast 
periods  assigned  by  Bcrosus  for  the  early  times  of  the  Baby- 
lonians or  Assyrians,  and  that  Anianus  blamed  Eusebius 
there  also  for  not  having  seen  that  they  would  reduce  so  as  to 
agree  with  the  scriptural  and  true  chronology  of  the  world. 
“Alexander  Polyhistor”  (Syncellus  writes  at  p.  78  of  his 
chronograph}-)  “ pretends  that  witli  this  year  a.m.  2405  the 
monarchy  of  the  Chaldscans  recommenced  after  the  Flood, 
and  he  has  a fabulous  enumeration  of  sari,  and  neri,  and 
sossi,  saying  that  lxxxvi  Chaldtcan  and  Median  kings  reigned 
34,090  years,  that  is,  ix  sari,  ii  neri,  and  viii  sossi,  which 
some  of  vur  Ecclesiastical  historians  — not  showing  their 
good  sense  thereby  — have  taken  to  be  equivalent  to  94 
solar  years  and  8 months,  which  as  they  say  come  down  to 
a.m.  2499,”  that  is  (2498  — 2258  = ) 240  years  below  Bcro- 
sus’8,  or  (2498  — 2242  = ) 256  below  Anianus’s  own  date  for 
the  Flood,  but  (2776  — 2498  = ) 278  short  of  Anianus’s  date 
for  the  Dispersion.  Syncellus  continues,  “ And  from  this 
time,  after,  that  is,  the  lxxxvi  kings,  of  whom  ii  were  Clial- 
dtcans  and  lxxxiv  Medes,  the  same  Polyhistor  introduces 
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Zoroaster  and  ix  other  Chaldiean  kings  who  succeeded  him 
os  reigning  1 90  solar  years ; and  for  these  he  has  no  longer 
the  same  nonsense  of  sari,  tieri,  and  sossi,  but  says  plainly 
that  they  reigned  so  many  [solar]  years.” 

No  doubt  both  the  reductions  alluded  to  by  Syncellus, 
that  of  the  Babylonian  sums  (which  seem  however  to  be 
incompletely  stated)  and  that  of  the  Egyptian,  were  by  one 
and  the  6amc  author,  and  were  made  to  suit  one  and  the 
same  system  of  sacred  chronology ; and  while  in  that  place 
where  Syncellus  quotes  at  length  from  Panodorus,  without 
naming  Aniantis,  an  explanation  of  the  reduction  of  the 
Egyptian  sums  it  appears  nevertheless  that  Panodorus  was 
only  following,  and  to  some  extent  misunderstanding  and 
misrepresenting  Anianus,  the  reduction  of  the  Babylonian 
sum  of  days  is  in  a separate  passage  expressly  ascribed  to 
Anianus. 

Anianus’s  sum  of  534  full  years  after  the  Flood,  reduced 
from  6408  years  of  the  Chronicle  treated  as  months,  answers 
in  its  relative  position  to  the  time  of  the  Manes  in  the 
scheme  of  Manctho ; and  the  inhabitants  of  Egypt  not  indeed 
during  these  534  years  (for  according  to  Anianus  Egypt 
was  not  yet  settled)  but  during  the  72  years  following  them 
may  be  the  ’A spiral,  the  third  of  the  five  iOvt)  or  peoples 
spoken  of  by  Syncellus,  though  it  is  possible  that  this  dis- 
tribution belonged  rather  to  the  scheme  of  the  original 
Manetho,  or  to  that  of  Ptolemy.  The  'SUarpaioi  would 
then  be  the  Egyptians  from  the  time  of  Menes  to  Raineses- 
JEgyptus. 

The  reason  for  which  the  72  years  following  next  after 
the  Dispersion  and  the  settlement  of  Egypt  were  reckoned 
by  Anianus  together  with  the  times  of  the  monarchy 
(though  Syncellus  has  not  understood  this)  was  no  doubt 
that  they  might  be  kept  apart  from  all  those  preceding 
years  which  had  been  obtained  by  reduction. 

At  the  point  now  reached,  if  one  takes  the  years  as  if 
there  had  been  no  reduction,  Anianus  has  paralleled  or 
accounted  for  in  the  scale  of  the  Old  Chronicle,  first,  all  the 
30,000  nominal  years  given  by  it  to  the  Sun  ; then  also  the 
fractional  68 1 years  really  belonging  to  the  same  and  needed 
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to  complete  the  21st  cycle;  and  the  2922  years  nominal, 
like  the  preceding,  but  indicating  the  original  2922  full 
years  which  were  the  sources  of  all  the  35,064  month-years 
of  the  hieratic  scheme,  and  belonging  properly  to  Cronus 
and  his  xn  descendants  ; and  he  has  advanced  besides 
(59  + 72  = ) 131  years  into  the  341  full  but  ^fictitious  years 
added  in  all  cyclical  schemes  in  order  to  make  time  seem  to 
have  commenced  from  the  Sothic  epoch  of  B.c.  5702.  At 
this  point  then,  72  years  below  the  Dispersion,  Anianus  places 
the  commencement  of  the  Egyptian  monarchy,  as  is  clearly 
shown  by  a passage  borrowed  from  him,  however  incon- 
sistently, by  Syncellus. 

Irrespectively  of  the  (40  + 443  = ) 483  years  “of  the 
Cycle  ” thrown  up  in  the  Chronicle,  and  tacitly  dismissed  to 
their  true  cyclical  places  by  Anianus,  who  had  no  reason  for 
noticing  them,  he  has  now  still  remaining  and  to  be 
accounted  for  210  of  the  341  Jictitious  years  of  the  Chro- 
nicle, and  also  the  217  years  of  its  Demigods,  before  coming 
to  its  dynasties  of  kings.  These  then,  being  427  years  in 
all,  constitute  virtually  his  addition  to  the  1881  years 
reckoned  by  the  Chronicle  from  Menes  to  Nectanebo, 
though,  as  Nectanebo  is  made  to  lose  his  crown  15  years 
earlier  by  Anianus  than  by  the  Chronicle,  and  the  15  years 
so  cut  off  are  transferred  to  the  Persian  Ochus,  Anianus  in 
appearance  adds  the  427  not  to  1881  but  to  1866  years 
only  of  the  last  xv  dynasties  of  the  Chronicle. 

To  fill  the  above  (210  + 217  = ) 427  years  Anianus  does 
not  use  those  earlier  dynasties  of  kings,  whether  of  the 
original  Manetho  or  of  Ptolemy,  which  had  nothing  answer- 
ing to  them  in  the  Old  Chronicle,  nor  does  he  betake  him- 
self to  the  Theban  list  of  Eratosthenes  and  Apollodorus, 
which  may  at  first  sight  seem  strange,  seeing  that  his  own 
addition  to  the  times  of  the  monarchy  differed  by  only  16 
years  from  that  made  by  Eratosthenes.  In  truth,  however, 
even  if  he  had  had  the  list  of  Eratosthenes  before  him,  it 
would  not  have  suited,  because  its  names  and  reigns  cover 
all  those  years  in  which  Anianus  had  to  place  the  rule  of 
Joseph  in  Egypt  under  the  Shepherd  Apophis  and  156 
years  really  belonging  to  Dyn.  XVIII  of  Africanus,  while 
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yet  neither  the  Shepherds  nor  any  king  of  Dyn.  XVIII 
were  named  in  it.  What  he  does  is  merely  to  string  to- 
gether a number  of  names,  some  of  them  Egyptian  and  some 
Greek,  and  even  Latin  (as  Ki^mas  like  Certus,  i.  e.  Quartus, 
or  Curtius),  which  are  plainly  fictitious.  And  so,  like  Afri- 
canus,  he  virtually  leaves  all  such  dynasties  of  Manetho  or 
Ptolemy  as  may  have  had  an  historical  though  only  con- 
temporary existence  to  be  understood  together  with  the 
earlier  of  the  xv  sovereign  dynasties  of  kings  given  by  the 
Chronicle,  and  to  be  harmonised  and  arranged  synchronis- 
tically with  them  for  himself  by  any  one  who  pleases  and 
is  able,  Anianus  not  pretending  to  be  qualified  to  under- 
take any  such  task. 

But  though  the  427  years,  as  has  been  said,  were  really 
210  of  them  the  last  210  of  the  341  fictitious  years  of  the 
Chronicle  added  by  it  in  one  sum  to  the  years  of  its  xiii 
Gods,  and  the  other  217  the  217  of  its  vm  Demigods,  and 
Anianus  omitted  or  put  down  to  their  true  place  the  483 
years  of  the  Cycle,  he  preferred  to  appear  to  omit  other 
years,  and  retained  here  from  the  Chronicle  the  designation 
of  “years  of  the  Cynic  Cycle.”  For  he  had  found  it  con- 
venient to  place  a number  of  215  years  scarcely  differing 
from  the  217  of  the  Chronicle  with  its  designation  of  Demi- 
gods (only  making  ix  instead  of  viir)  before  the  Flood ; and 
now,  though  the  number  443  could  not  be  exhibited  by 
him,  those  years  “ of  the  Cycle  ” in  the  Chronicle  presented 
themselves  to  him  in  a convenient  form  in  this  respect,  that 
they  were  divided  into  “ xv  generations,”  while  yet  they 
were  unattached,  having  no  kings,  nor  belonging  to  any 
dynasty,  so  that  he  might  easily  fill  them  up  with  names, 
and  unite  them  (as  had  been  done  also  in  the  scheme  of 
Eratosthenes)  with  Dyn.  XVI  of  the  Chronicle. 

So  Anianus  made  his  own  Dyn.  XVI  to  consist  of  the 
427  years  above-mentioned  (as  if  they  represented  the  443 
named  “ of  the  Cycle  ” in  the  Chronicle),  uniting  with  them 
the  190  of  Dyn.  XVI  of  the  Chronicle  and  11  more  really 
belonging  to  its  Dyn.  XVII,  which  made  in  all  628  years ; 
and  these  taken  together  with  the  72  It tj  dftaoiXevra  of 
Mizraim  and  perhaps  other  fathers  after  him  completed  a sum 
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of  700  years  from  the  Dispersion.  His  first  628  years  of  kings 
Anianus  distributed  to  XV  reigns  or  generations,  answering 
to  the  xv  of  the  443  years  of  the  Cycle,  and  to  other  vm 
answering  to  the  vm  generations  of  Dyn.  XVI  of  the 
Chronicle.  And  the  whole  compound  of  628  years  in  xxiii 
generations  he  named  “ Dyn.  XVI  of  what  is  called  the 
Cyme  Cycle.” 

But  the  72  years  of  Mizraim  with  the  628  of  “ Dyn.  XVI 
of  the  Cynic  Cycle  ” make  a sum  of  700  years  not  obtained 
by  reduction,  but  parallel  to  as  many  full  years  of  the  Chro- 
nicle, commencing  from  the  Dispersion  and  the  last  of  the 
reduced  years,  and  ending  9 years  above  that  chronological 
point  at  which  Eusebius  fixed  the  birth  of  Abraham,  and 
from  which  he  begins  his  Canon,  Anianus  having  now  made 
(2776  + 700  = ) 3476  years  of  the  world  to  the  end  of  the 
4th  of  Jacob  instead  of  the  (3184  + 164  = ) 3348  of  Euse- 
bius, that  is,  having  made  128  more  than  Eusebius,  but 
making  downwards  from  this  point  to  the  end  of  the  43rd  of 
Augustus  2025  years,  while  Eusebius  makes  (2016  — 164=  ) 
1852,  or  173  years  fewer.  So  the  whole  difference  between 
their  reckonings  to  the  end  of  the  43rd  of  Augustus  in  a.d.  1 is 
(128  + 173  = ) 301  years.  For  the  postdiluvian  world  the  list 
of  Anianus  may  be  made  out  from  Syncellus  as  follows  : — 

[Mira  t'ov  KaraKXvtrpnv  *3 

Ttp  !tu  tov  Koff/jov  (i.  e.  after  a m.  2776  complete),  fiira  tov  ko- 

TaicXvofibv  tTiffi  irpuiToc  oUt)tjaQ  [f^ri/er*  Mfcrrpafyi]  rt)v  tin  avrov  uvom 

fut£opivilv]  Mforpacai/  yioonv  trim  trpo  rif $ Karaaraauoc  fiamAtiwv  ofi  * 
That  is,  “After  a.  m.  2776  Mizraim  first  settled  Egypt,  called  from  him 
A/7 jtr,  534  years  after  the  Flood,  and  72  years  before  the  establishment 
of  kingdoms.  After  these  72  years,”  Mird  ravra  rd  o;3'  IV»/, 

[JutyaoTiia  I2T*  tov  Kt^orutl  Xtyoptvov  KvkAov,  ytvtvv  *ry'#  Dyn.  XVI 
of  the  Cynic  Cycle,  with  (xv+viii=)  xxiii  generations.] 

a.  (Gen.  xvi.)  IlfjtDroc  ifiacriXiviHv  Iv  Aiyvirrtp  M irrj  At,  Mcne jf, 
a.m.  2848  + 35=2883. 

fi\  (Gen.  xvii.)  K ovpojctjs  frq  ty*  Curodes,  a m.  2883  + 63=2946. 
y\  (Gen.  xviii.)  'Apiorapyog  irtf  AS'*  Aristarchus , a.m.  2946  + 34= 
2980.  This  and  other  names  are  meant  to  appear  as  if  translated  from 
the  Egyptian,  like  the  glosses  in  the  list  of  Eratosthenes. 

(Gen.  xix.)  Srawoc  irq  X?'  Spaniusy  A. m.  2980+36=3016. 
f.  (Gen.  xx.)  Sdpa^ic  trti  «ry'*  Serapis , A.  M.  3016+23=3039. 
Thus  it  is  hinted  that  the  deity  Serapis,  so  prominent  in  the  last  times 
of  Egyptian  history,  had  been  an  early  king.  Before  this  name  Syn- 
ccllus  in  his  own  list  interpolates  two  anonymous  kings  with  72  years 
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between  thorn  instead  of  the  72  trij  d.3ani\rvra  suppressed  by  his  identi* 
fu-ation  of  Mizraim  with  Mcnes.  Perhaps  he  did  not  understand  why 
the  72  years  should  be  prefixed  and  as  it  were  united  to  the  series  of 
the  kings  if  they  did  not  belong  to  it. 

(Gen.  xxi.)  Ziaoyxuiaic  «rij  jiH''  Sesonchosis , a.m.  3039+49= 
30S8.  This  king  is  meant  to  answer  to  the  very  early  Sesonchosis  or 
Sesostris  of  llicicarchus.  Ilis  years  are  from  the  reign  of  Sesortasen  I. 

i".  (Gen.  xxii.)  ' Apirlpijc  7rij  *4f*  Amencmes,  a.m.  3088+29=3117. 
The  name  is  taken  like  the  last  from  Dyn.  XII  of  Afrieanus. 

’)'■  (Gen.  xxiii.)  ' Apamc  irty  ft  • Amasis,  a.  m.  31 17+2=31 19.  From 
Dyn.  XVIII  or  XXVI,  or  from  Diodorus. 

O'-  (Gen.  xxiv.)  'AntoipQpqcirti  iy' ' Akesephthres,  A.  m.  3119  + 13= 
3132. 

(Gen.  xxv.)  'Ayx^pii’C  irtyff-  Anchoreus,  a.m.  3132  + 9=3141. 

I his  is  probably  meant  for  Uchoreus , Diodorus's  founder  of  Thebes. 
Pliny  too  has  the  similar  name  Nunchnreus. 

in.  (Gen.  xxvi.)  ’Ap/tiunric  >~'i  S'"  Armaises,  a.m.  3141+4=3145. 
From  Dyn.  XI  III,  where  Armais  has  the  same  reign  of  4 years. 

ift.  (Gen.  xxvii.)  \,Vo)c+,,  ,+•  Cham ,is,  a.m.  3145  + 12=3157.  The 
name  may  be  from  Ham  or  Khcm,  or  from  Psammous  of  Dyn.  XXVI. 

*7-  (Gen.  xxviii.)  Murpov;  irij  ti' • Miammous,  from  Dyn.  XVIII, 
a.m.  3157  + 14=3171. 

n.  (Gen.  xxix.)  'Apiaijmc  «Vij  £,'•  either  A messes,  or  Arinesscs,  from 
Dyn.  XVIII,  the  reign  being  from  “ Armesses  Miammous,’’  a.m.  3171 
+ 65=3236. 

«•  (Gen.  xxx.)  Oiaqc  irq  v-  Oases,  a.m.  3236+50=3286. 

These  xv  names  and  generations  are  feigned  to  answer 
to  the  xv  generations  of  the  Cynic  Cycle  in  the  Old  Chro- 
nicle, though  instead  of  443  they  have  only  438  years.  And 
of  those  438  which  they  have  none  really  answer  to  the  443 
years  belonging  in  the  Chronicle  to  the  “ xv  generations  of 
the  Cycle,  but  the  first  210  of  the  438  years  are  the  last 
210  of  the  341  fictitious  years  added  to  the  years  of  the 
Gods  in  the  Chronicle,  217  more  arc  the  217  of  the  vm 
Demigods  of  the  Chronicle,  and  lastly  11  are  the  first  11  of 
its  1881  years  of  kings.  We  ought  then  at  this  point,  after 
the  11th  year  complete  of  Menes,  to  be  according  to  the 
true  chronology  of  the  Old  Chronicle,  and  in  terms  of  the 
anticipated  Julian  or  canicular  year,  at  Feb.  28  in  b.c. 
(2224—11=)  2213,  and  we  are  in  fact  according  to  Ania- 
nus’s  reckoning  at  Aug.  29  in  B.c.  (5501  — 3286  = ) 2215 
of  the  anticipated  Alexandrian  or  Julian  year.  So  that 
between  this  point  and  the  end  of  his  43rd  of  Augustus 
Anianus’s  excesses  and  deficiencies  in  his  Egyptian  scale 
compensate  one  another  all  but  two  years  and  a half. 
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Then  follow  viii  other  names  meant  to  parallel  the  viii 
Tanite  generations  of  Dyn.  XVI  of  the  Chronicle;  and  they 
have  its  full  number  of  190  years.  But  since  the  first  11 
years  of  Dyn.  XVI  of  the  Chronicle  have  been  paralleled 
already,  the  last  11  of  the  190  given  by  Anianus  to  those 
viii  generations  which  now  follow  must  be  understood  to  run 
on  into  Dyn.  XVII  of  the  Chronicle.  It  is  to  be  noticed 
also  that  Anianus  having  made  of  his  antediluvian  Gods  and 
Demigods  only  xv  generations,  whereas  the  Chronicle  made 
xxii,  he  will  have  not  only  to  parallel  its  (lxxvi  — viii  = ) 
lx  viii  generations  of  kings  still  remaining  below  Dyn.  XVI, 
but  also  to  add  to  them  vii  more  in  order  to  exhibit  the  same 
number  of  cxiii  in  all  with  the  Chronicle. 

The  Tanites  of  Dyn.  XVI  of  the  Chronicle,  who  are 
“ Thebans  ” for  Eratosthenes  and  “ Thinites  ” for  the  Ma- 
netho  of  Ptolemy  and  Africanus,  and  of  whom  Eusebius 
also  makes  a dynasty  of  “ Thebans,"  have  with  Anianus  all 
of  them  but  two  the  same  Theban  name  Rameses,  which 
was  really  repeated  in  a similar  way  in  the  names  and  titles  of 
the  monumental  kings  of  Dynasties  XVIII,  XIX,  and  XX. 
But  there  is  no  appearance  of  the  slight  variations  of  the 
name  Baineses  made  by  Anianus  in  this  part  of  his  list 
being  borrowed  from  as  many  distinct  historical  kings  of  the 
later  Theban  dynasties. 

a.  (Gen.  xxxi.)  'l\7/itr7fT+-  In]  kO' ‘ Ramessen,  A. m.  3286+29=3315. 
After  his  26tli  year,  that  is,  in  b.c.  (5501  —3312=)  2189,  Anianus  puts 
the  birth  of  Abraham,  173  years  higher  than  it  was  put  by  Eusebius, 
and  29  years  higher  than  the  true  date,  which  in  terms  of  his  reckoning 
should  have  been  Aug.  29  in  b.c.  2160. 

/S'.  (Gen.  xxxii.)  'Papiatropivijs  in)  «’•  Ramesso-Amon , or  Rumesso- 
meri-Amon,  A.  u.  3315  + 15=3330,  to  the  end  of  the  18th  of  Abraham 
in  b.  c.  2171. 

y.  (Gen.  xxxiii.)  Oiiupapijs  in/Aa’  Ousimares , A.  M,  3330  + 31  = 
3361,  to  the  end  of  the  49th  of  Abraham. 

<7.  (Gen.  xxxiv.)  'Paptitniiawc  tr r>  icy’  Ramessesms,  A. M.  3361  + 
23=3384,  to  the  end  of  the  72nd  of  Abrulmm. 

(Gen.  xxxv.)  ‘Papetraaptivui  irp  iff  • Ramesso-A tnnn,  compounded 
of  Rumesset  and  Amon  os  Gen.  xxxii  above,  A M.  3384+19=3403,  to 
the  end  of  the  91st  of  Abraham  in  b.  c.  2098.  And  to  this  name  Syn- 
cellus  has  a note  of  his  own  : OtVoc  TrpuiTop  Qapato  tv  r)  Onp  ypwp\ i pvp- 
po  ft  in  Tin  * t,ri  tovtov  6 rtarpuipyijg  ’AGpaiip  xarijAQiv  n’t  AlytitTTor.  The 
synchronism  of  the  descent  of  Abraham  into  Egypt  with  this  reign  is  no 
doubt  copied  by  Syncellus  from  Anianus. 
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t.  (Gen.  xxxvi.)  'Papiaeijs  ' lur£a”cr/}  frij  Xfl'-  llamcsses-Jubusxcc, 
a.m.  3403+39=3442,  to  the  end  of  the  30tli  of  Isaac  in  B.c.  2059. 

i".  (Gen.  xxxvil.)  ’ Papxaa t)  Oiiajpov  irij  *(/’•  ltamesse-Ouaphron, 
a.m.  3442+29=3471,  to  the  end  of  the  59th  of  Isaac  in  n.c.  2030. 
The  surname  may  be  from  L)yn.  XXVI. 

if.  (Gen.  xxxviii.)  Koygapic  *r n i"  Conchuris,  A.  M.  3471+5=3476, 
to  the  end  of  the  4th  of  Jacob  in  b.  c.  2025.  Concharis  may  perhaps  be 
from  the  throne-natne  of  Sesortasen  III.,  in  whose  time  Upper  Egypt 
became  subject  to  the  Shepherds. 

[ opcic  ni  Ky‘  y trial  frri  • oi  Ji  t{  rtXivra'im  fri;  p{'.  The  xxiii  gene- 
rations have  together  633  years,  but  the  last  viii  of  them  190.] 

“ Totrro)  Tto  s'  ?T£t  too  ic •/  [so  we  must  substitute  for  the 
Kt  of  Syncellus]  paatXeuaai’Tos  Koy^iipews  Trjs  Alywrrov 
brl  t!)s  1ST'  Avvacrreias  tov  Kvm/cov  XryopJvov  Kti/cXov  rrapa 
Tto  MaveOip  [that  is,  the  pseudo-Manetho  or  Book  of  Sothis 
of  Anianus]  airo  tov  tt panov  fiaaiXems  [omitting  the  next 
words  “/cat  oucUrrov  Mecrrpatp.”  as  being  only  from  Syn- 
cellus, and  substituting  for  M«rrpatp]  M>;iva>r  ri/s  Alyirmou 
TrXppovyrai  Hrr;  ypcr)  [so  we  must  substitute  for  the  xjr'  of 
Syncellus],  tovt’  ionv  a-no  tov  xadoXiKov  KoapUKOu  stovs 
[Syncellus  has  “ ffo?',  ko.6'  oi>  xpuvov  ■>)  Btaarropa  yeyovsv 
iv  rip  Xh’  ere t r?}r  r/yepovias  'ApiftagaS,  s'  Be  erei  tov  <t>aXiic‘” 
all  which  we  must  omit  for  Anianus  and  continue  thus] 
j3o>pr)‘  • xal  BteBe^avro  T avtrai  fiaatXeis  B'‘n  [the  designation 
Tanites  being  drawn  down  from  Dyn.  XVI  of  the  Chro- 
nicle which  by  being  amalgamated  with  the  xv  generations  of 
the  Cycle  had  lost  its  own  local  designation.]  The  number 
of  four  kings  for  these  Tanites  who  are  now  to  follow  is  that 
of  Dyn.  XVII  of  the  Chronicle.  According  to  the  Chro- 
nicle they  should  be  Memphites.  But  Eusebius  had  already 
identified  iv  Shepherds  with  its  Dyn.  XVII ; and  the  same 
Shepherds  are  now  by  Anianus  called  Tanites,  which  in 
point  of  locality  they  were ; and  he  adds  to  the  four  three 
others,  so  as  to  make  seven  of  them  in  all,  and  so  as  to  re- 
present at  once  not  only  Dyn.  XVII  of  the  Chronicle  but 
also  its  Dyn.  XXVII,  the  kings  of  which  were  really  the 
last  four  of  the  Shepherds. 

Syncellus,  after  naming  “four  kings”  answering  to  the 
four  of  Dyn.  XVII  of  the  Chronicle  and  of  Eusebius, 
observes  that  “ in  this  place  it  is  better  to  follow  Josephus 
[than  Eusebius],  and  that  Josephus  gives  six  kings.”  Never- 
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tlielesa  he  does  not  hereupon  transcribe  from  Anianus  the 
six  names  of  Jesephus  with  their  six  reigns  unaltered,  but 
seven,  a new  and  strange  name,  KijpTws,  being  interpolated 
in  the  last  place  but  one  to  make  out  the  seven.  Syncellus, 
however,  not  understanding  what  was  meant  by  Anianus, 
counted  off  the  first  six  ending  with  K»/pTa>y,  as  if  they  were 
the  six  of  Josephus  ; and  by  a prodigious  blunder,  and  one 
entirely  his  own,  made  of  Aseth,  who  was  really  the  last 
Shepherd  king,  the  head  of  Dyn.  XVIII,  and  the  “ father 
of  Amosis  ” who  expelled  the  Shepherds.  And  yet  he  con- 
tinues, as  if  speaking  only  of  the  “ six  ” of  Josephus,  “ 01 
/cal  ifSaaiXtvoav  Alyinrrov  brl  rijs  IZ'  Avvaarilai  f-n?  erg',  air 
igyjs  etrroixeUiyrcu-”  that  is,  “ these  constituted  Dyn.  XVII, 
and  reigned  260  years,”  without  perceiving  that  the  260 
years  as  made  out  by  Anianus  and  by  himself  included  all 
the  seven  kings,  and  that  so  Aseth  could  not  be  put  down 
into  the  next  dynasty.  Further,  on  looking  on,  we  find  that 
the  specified  sum  of  260  years,  to  which  the  259  years 
and  10  months  of  the  Manetho  of  Josephus  might  natu- 
rally be  filled  up,  is  not  made  out  as  one  might  expect 
after  comparing  the  list  of  Africanus  by  filling  up  the  36 
years  and  7 months  of  the  third  Shepherd,  Apachnas,  to  37 
years  and  omitting  the  1 odd  month  and  the  2 odd  months 
of  two  of  the  later  reigns;  but  instead  of  any  such  process 
there  is  an  awkward  interpolation  of  a single  unappropriated 
year  between  the  end  of  the  preceding  series  called  Dyn. 
XVI  and  the  1st  year  of  Silitcs,  the  first  Shepherd  king; 
while  the  seven  reigns  of  the  Shepherds  following  this  year 
make  together  only  259  years.  This  might  be  considered 
to  be  giving  in  fact  to  Silites  20  instead  of  19  years.  But 
as  the  missing  year  is  clearly  shown  by  a comparison  of  the 
lists  of  Josephus  and  Africanus  to  belong  rather  to  Apach- 
nas, and  Syncellus’s  interpolation  of  the  unattached  year  at 
the  head  of  the  dynasty  is  easily  accounted  for,  there  need  be 
no  scruple  in  restoring  this  year  for  Anianus  to  its  true  place. 
Syncellus,  it  may  be,  either  had  not  the  actual  work  of  Ani- 
anus before  him,  or  not  the  perfect  text,  but  a copy  in 
which  36  years  only  were  given  to  Apachnas.  He  perceived 
then  not  only  that  one  year  more  was  wanting  on  the  seven 
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reigns  to  make  up  the  260  named  by  him  from  Anianus  as 
the  sum  of  the  dynasty,  but  also  that  the  missing  year  must 
precede  the  accession  of  Apophis  the  fourth  Shepherd  king, 
otherwise  Joseph  would  come  into  Egypt  in  or  after  the 
fifth  and  rise  to  power  in  or  after  the  eighteenth  year  of  that 
king,  contrary  to  the  consensus— a consensus  including  at 
all  events  Anianus  — which  made  him  come  into  Egypt  in 
the  fourth  and  rise  to  power  in  the  seventeenth  year  of 
Apophis.  Not  knowing  then  exactly  to  which  of  the  first 
three  reigns  the  year  wanting  was  rather  to  be  attached 
(though  this  was  not  difficult  to  discover),  he  prefixed  it  by 
itself  to  the  first  reign  of  the  dynasty. 

As  regards  the  Chronicle,  it  is  plain  that  Anianus’s  intro- 
duction after  Dyn.  XVI  and  1 1 years  virtually  belonging  to 
Dyn.  XVII  of  vii  Shepherds  with  260  years  amounts  to 
the  same  thing  as  if,  after  allowing  92  years  and  iv  gene- 
rations of  these  Shepherds  to  parallel  the  iv  Memphite 
generations  and  (11+92  = ) 103  years  of  its  Dyn.  XVII, 
he  had  restored  to  its  true  place  Dyn.  XXVII,  exhibiting 
(260  — 92  = ) 168  of  its  184  years  and  iii  of  its  iv  generations  ; 
so  that  there  are  still  16  of  its  years  and  one  of  its  genera- 
tions to  be  looked  for  somewhere  else  below  : — 

1Z'  llotpivuiv,  yevtihv  K ' Dyn.  XVII  of  Shepherds  with 
(iv+iii=)  vii  generations.] 

o'.  (Gen.  xxix.)  SiAiY^c  irij  i(T,  npGiroc  rwv  t’  [£*]  QaotXlotv  rijc  l7 
Iwatntiag  napd  MawPii.  Sililes,  the  first  of  the  six  [screw]  kings  in 
[Anianus’s]  Mnnetho,  a.m.  3476  + 19=3495,  from  the  end  of  the  4th  to 
the  end  of  the  23rd  year  of  Jacob.  The  name  is  from  Josephus  and  the 
original  Mnnetho. 

p’.  (Gen.  xl.)  li.nwr  irrj  fit'1  Iht'oii,  a.m.  3495+44=  a.m.  3539 
complete,  to  the  end  of  the  (23  + 44=)  67th  of  Jacob.  The  name  is 
softened  from  Kvi ov. 

y,  (Gen.  xli.)  ’A naxvdv  irij  At’  [AIT']  Apachntm,  a.m.  3539+37— 
3576,  to  the  end  of  the  (67+37=)  104th  of  Jacob,  and  of  the  (104 — 
91=)l3th  of  Joseph. 

F.  (Gen.  xlii.)  'AfuiUc  Irij  £«'•  Apophis,  a.m.  3576+61=a.m.  3617, 
to  the  end  of  the  (13+61=)  74th  of  Joseph.  To  Apophis  Syncellus  at- 
taches this  note:  Twror  Xtyosn  r iwc  npurov  nAijhijvai  4apaiu(  (alluding 
perhaps  to  Anianus  or  Panodorus,  as  if  they  through  inattention  had  said 
that  Apophis  was  the  first  so  named  in  the  Sacred  Scriptures)  : so!  r ip 
F ini  rec  /3wffiAowc  avrov  Tov  liDT+'j  iWtlv  tig  Aiyvirrov  lovAov,  Orrnc 
Kuriar ijfU  rov  1 (.(ct./t  icvpiov  Aiyvirrov  k ai  srdei/C  /3 apiAiiag  avrov  rip  in  i 

rijc  ap^ijc  avrov , wi’ncri  sal  n/v  ruv  drtipiav  Siaod$r)(Ttv  ipaOt  nap  aii roe, 
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rai  ri/c  Glide  trw'iaitoe  avrou  St  a rriipae  yiyoviv'  r)  Si  Pita  ypa<pr ) rat  tov  irri 
tov  'At- pa  bp  (3aot\ia  Aiyuwrov  Qapaor  r aXtT. 

According  to  the  true  chronology  of  the  Scriptures  and 
Josephus  harmonised,  and  of  the  Old  Egyptian  Chronicle,  the 
birth  of  Joseph  was  in  the  same  year  with  the  accession  of 
Apophis ; and  it  was  not  his  advancement  but  his  first 
coming  into  Egypt  which  was  rightly  connected  by  the 
Egyptian  tradition  with  the  17th  year  of  that  king.  (See 
above  pp.  80  and  109.) 

It  is  remarkable  that  though  Syncellus  says  that  it  was  a 
settled  point  that  Joseph  came  into  Egypt  under  the  Shep- 
herds, and  even  [that  he  rose  to  power]  in  the  17  th  of 
Apophis,  no  single  author  exhibits,  or  is  conscious  of  ex- 
hibiting, exactly  this  synchronism.  Josephus,  it  is  true, 
exhibits  the  synchronism  really  indicated,  though  wrongly 
described  by  Syncellus,  for  such  a3  know  the  true  date  of 
the  Exodus  to  be  in  the  1st  year  of  Amenoph  II.  But 
Josephus  himself  supposed  that  the  Exodus  took  place  under 
Amosis  and  Inachus,  and  that  consequently  both  the  exalta- 
tion of  Joseph  and  his  coming  into  Egypt  was  much  earlier 
than  the  17th  of  Apophis.  Africanus  in  like  manner, 
and  Ptolemy  whom  he  follows ; while  Eusebius  on  the  other 
hand  puts  it,  as  we  have  seen  above,  much  later.  Anianus 
too  and  Syncellus  himself  exhibit  the  Exodus  just  81  years 
below  the  commencement  of  Dyn.  XVIII,  and  (81  + 134  = ) 
215  after  the  26th  year  of  Apophis,  60  that  the  advance- 
ment of  Joseph  is  after  the  (26—9  = ) 17th  year  of  the 
same  king.  But  this  is  only  by  the  help  of  an  omission  of 
16  years  of  Dyn.  XXVII  of  the  Old  Chronicle  and  an 
arbitrary  alteration  of  the  first  reigns  of  Dyn.  XVIII, 
made  to  suit  a synchronism  already  predetermined.  If, 
after  beginning  to  parallel  the  viii  generations  and  the  1 90 
years  of  Dyn.  XVI  of  the  Chronicle,  Anianus  had  com- 
pleted without  omission  or  transposition  his  exhibition  of 
those  190  years,  of  the  103  of  Dyn.  XVII,  and  of  the  184 
of  the  Shepherds,  Joseph  must  have  been  made  by  him  to 
come  into  Egypt  12  years  before  the  accession  of  Apophis, 
and  the  Exodus  would  have  found  its  date  only  (81  — 16  = ) 
65  years  below  the  commencement  of  Dyn.  XVIII.  The 
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synchronism  therefore  of  the  17  th  of  Apophis  with  the 
coining  of  Joseph,  though  it  had  been  shifted  by  Anianus 
to  bis  advancement,  and  the  4th  of  Apophis  substituted  for 
his  coming,  owing  to  a misunderstanding,  in  order  that  there 
might  be  only  81  years  under  Dyn.  XVIII  instead  of  the 
true  number  of  94,  is  for  this  very  reason  plainly  derived 
from  some  anterior  and  genuine  Egyptian  tradition.  But  to 
return:  After  Apophis  with  his  61  years  Syncellus  gives 
three  more  kings  tacitly  added  to  the  four  of  Dyn.  XVII  of 
the  Chronicle,  so  as  to  make  together  with  the  preceding 
four  seven  names  in  all  as  if  for  the  same  Dynasty  XVII, 
the  whole  really  representing,  as  has  been  said  above, 
though  not  quite  completely,  both  Dyn.  XVII  and  Dyn. 
XXVII  of  the  Chronicle.  If  Dyn.  XXVII  had  been 
openly  put  back  to  its  true  place,  it  would  have  stood  as 
XVIII,  and  then  the  numeration  of  all  the  later  dynasties 
would  have  varied  from  that  of  Eusebius  and  Africanus,  and 
their  Dyn.  XXVIII  would  have  had  to  be  suppressed.  But 
this  was  not  desired  : — 

(Gen.  xliii.)  £i9o*f  tr>j  v‘  Sethos,  A.  M.  3637  +30=3687,  from 
the  end  of  the  74th  year  of  Joseph  to  the  end  of  the  14th  year  after 
his  death.  The  reign  of  30  years  identifies  this  king  with  the  Janias 
of  Manetho  in  Josephus.  As  for  the  name  Sethos,  though  it  looks  as  if 
borrowed  from  Dyn.  XIX,  the  Shepherd  kings  were  all  worshippers  of 
Seti  or  Sutech ; and  two  of  their  six  names,  at  least,  as  written  by  Ptole- 
my, viz.,  Suites  and  Aseth,  are  merely  variations  from  the  name  of  that 
deity.  So  it  may  really  have  belonged  to  Jmuas  also  ; and  his  name,  as 
written  by  Josephus,  Xraiv,  maybe  no  corruption,  but  if  written  at  full 
with  all  the  vowels,  a compound  name  Xtri-’AnV,  in  like  manner  as  *A e- 
wii/jtc  is  resolvable  into  the  two  names  Aan- Khoufou.  Next  follows 
s'  (Gen.  xliv.)  KijpTU>c  irq  str'  Kara  rov  Maref’w,  Kara  '(  tov  ' I umrjrrov 
['Aoi/6]  in;  ftb''  Ccrtus,  a.m.  3687+29=3716,  from  the  end  of  the 
14th  to  that  of  the  43rd  year  after  the  death  of  Joseph.  The  actual 
text  of  Syncellus  not  having  the  name  'Avi/0,  inserted  above  in  brackets, 
reads  as  if  the  difference  between  Josephus  and  Anianus  was  this,  that 
instead  of  giving  Certus  only  29  Josephus  gave  him  49  years.  But  this 
Certus  was  altogether  absent  from  Josephus,  and  was  created  by  Anianus, 
in  forging  his  own  Manetho  or  Book  of  Sothis,  by  splitting  the  49  years 
of  Aseth  into  two  reigns  of  29  and  20  years  respectively. 

V-  (Gen.  xlv.)  '\trifi,  ini  *.  Aseth,  a.m.  3716+20=3736,  front  the 
end  of  the  43rd  to  that  of  the  63rd  after  the  death  of  Joseph.  To  this 
name  Anianus  has  a note  older  than  the  time  of  Eusebius,  since  Euse- 
bius, after  suppressing  Aseth,  has  altered  its  wording  and  transferred  it 
to  Suites,  the  first  of  the  Shepherd  kings.  It  is  probably  from  Pto- 
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lemy  and  Africnnus  : “Ofrog  xpooiOiici  t£»v  iviavruv  rag  l-Jtayopipng,  rai 
tiri  Toil  avTai',  wg  <patu I’,  Ixpijpanoiv  rZt  i/ptpuiv  6 AiyvxTtaiebg  IvtavTog  r£ 
povov  t'lftfpuiv  irpb  roitrav  pirpovptvog.  ’Kiri  avrov  6 poo\og  VtotroirjOeig 
'Amg  tcAt)ui|.”  This  latter  notice  also  about  the  deification  of  Apis  is 
transferred  hither  from  Dyn.  II  of  Afrieanus.  Respecting  boili  the 
reader  may  see  above  at  p.  689.  He  may  also  bear  in  mind  that,  as 
Anianus  himself  may  have  varied  somewhat  the  wording  of  the  note 
respecting  the  iirayiptvai,  it  is  nothing  wonderful  if  its  assertions,  ns  they 
stand,  should  be  inaccurate,  Anianus  having  introduced  elsewhere  also 
fancies  of  his  own  concerning  the  manner  of  reckoning  time  in  early 
ages  to  suit  arbitrary  and  inaccurate  processes  of  reduction. 

['Opoe  ruv  If  yivt&v  rijg  i£  Swaoriiag  trij  elf.  A.M.  3476  + 260= 
3736] 

Anianus  then  has  now  arived  at  the  end  of  his  a.m.  2776 
+ (72  + 210  + 217  + 190  + 11) + (92  + 168)  = 3736,  and  at  the 
beginning  of  his  B.  C.  (5501  — 3736  = ) 1765  which  corre- 
sponds to  Ptolemy’s  date  for  the  commencement  of  Dyu. 
XVIII,  and  is  just  16  years  higher  than  the  point  at  which 
lie  ought  to  have  set  it  in  order  to  agree  with  the  true  date, 
B.c.  1748,  at  which  it  is  set  by  the  Chronicle,  and  which  in 
terms  of  his  own  reckoning  would  be  B.c.  1749.  Hence  it 
appears  that  if  he  had  given  16  years  more  to  the  kings 
above,  and  so  had  completed  his  parallel  of  the  184  years  of 
the  Shepherds  of  Dyn.  XXVII  of  the  Chronicle,  with  a 
corresponding  reduction  of  16  years  at  the  proper  place  or 
places  below,  he  would  have  set  the  commencement  of  Dyn. 
XVIII  just  at  its  true  date.  And  his  date  for  the  Exodus 
nlso  would  consequently  have  been  correct  were  it  not  for 
his  error  of  supposing  that  Moses  was  born  in  the  very  first 
year  of  Amosis,  the  king  who  had  not  known  Joseph,  instead 
of  1 3 years  later  : — 

[Aevaarila  I H’  Aiocrir oAirw*',  yu'iibv  if'.] 

a.  (Gen.  xlvi.)  "Apuiaig,  b uni  TiCpweif,  irij  *<?'•  Amosis,  who  is  nlso 
called  Telhmosis,  (that  is,  by  the  original  Manctho);  a.m.  3736  + 26= 
3762,  from  the  end  of  the  63rd  to  that  of  the  89th  year  after  the  death 
of  Joseph. 

(Gen.  xlvii.)  Xt&puiv  trrj  iy* • Chebron,  a.m.  3762  + 13=3775,  to 
the  end  of  the  102nd  year  after  the  death  of  Joseph. 

y.  (Gen.  xlviii.)  'Apippig  irp  a"  Amemphis,  a.m.  3775  + 15=3790, 
to  the  end  of  the  117th  year. 

f.  (Gen.  xlix.)  'Afuvoiig  in/  ta‘  • A menses,  a.m.  3790+11=3801, 
to  the  end  of  the  128th  year. 

*'.  (Gen.  1.)  MifippayiiobBumg  irti  it'-  Mispbragmuthosis,  a.m.  3801 
+ 16=3817,  to  the  end  of  the  144th  year  from  the  death  of  Joseph. 
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And  it  is  implied  that  this  king  was  drowned  in  the  Red  Sea.  Mane- 
tho,  as  has  been  observed  elsewhere,  split  the  name  or  names  of  Thothmes 
III.  Miphres  into  two,  and  concealed  under  the  compound  Misphnig- 
muthosis,  which  he  made  the  second  of  the  two,  the  historical  king  of  the 
Exodus,  Amcnoph  II.,  the  6th  of  the  dynasty.  Here  then,  though  the 
reigns  have  been  curtailed  so  ns  to  make  only  81  years  intervene  from 
the  head  of  the  dynasty,  the  Exodus  is  put  all  hut  in  its  true  relative 
place,  between  the  5th  and  the  6th  reigns,  only  one  year  too  high  in 
being  made  to  end  the  last  year  of  the  5th  instead  of  the  first  of  the 
6th  reign,  and  yet  attached  to  that  name  of  the  two  which  originally,  or 
at  least  in  the  original  Manetho,  belonged  to  the  6th  reign. 

v".  (Gen.  li.)  Mnrppr/C  rr q icy'-  Misphres,  K.  * t.  3817  + 23  = 3840  ; 
the  order  of  the  two  names  being  reversed,  and  Misphres  being  made  to 
stand  as  the  son  of  Misphragmuthosis,  instead  of  being  his  father. 

f.  (Gen.  lii.)  Toiif'pwcnj  frij  \9"‘  TouUimoiis,  a.  m.  3840+39=3879, 
to  the  end  of  the  22nd  year  of  Joshua. 

i (Gen.  liii.)  'ApivwfOic  hr)  Af-  Amenophthis , *.  m.  3879+34  = 
3913,  to  the  end  of  the  3rd  year  of  Othniel.  Oirray  & 'AptvwpOic  Icxnv  a 
Mtprurv  tivni  vopiZoprvoy  rai  qtHtyyofitvog  AiOoy-  ov  AiVov  \povoic  vartpov 
Kapflurrric  o TI tpirwv  ripvn  vopiZiov  uvai  y otjTtiav  Iv  avrip , wc  noAi/aivor  u 
'ASpvaioc  iaropti. 

[rifpi  Aidiiivuy,  with v r/rmr,  rai  srou  ipcptrav'  AifHoirtf  diro  ’Iv7oi»  iro- 
rapov  avaorAvrty  tt pby  ry  Ai  yvirr^i  tpryoav.  Respecting  this  note  see 
above  at  p.  659.] 

S'.  (Gen.  liv.)  ’Qpoc  hi)  P r{ - I/nrus,  a.  m.  3913+48=3961,  to  the 
end  of  the  11th  of  the  18  years  of  servitude  to  Eglon. 

t.  (Gen.  lv.)  'A\iv\ipi)i  try  «’•  Achencheres,  a.m.  3961+25=3986, 
to  the  end  of  the  18th  year  of  Ehud. 

in'.  (Gen.  lvi.)  'A Purple  hi)  rrU  - Athoris,  a.m.  3986+29=4015,  to 
the  end  of  the  47  th  of  Ehud. 

i/T.  (Gen.  lvii.)  Xtvx'P'ic  hi)  icv'-  Chencheres,  A.  M.  4015+26  = 4041, 
to  the  end  of  the  73rd  of  Ehud. 

iy'.  (Gen.  lviii)  ’A\ippi)c  try  if-  Acherrcs,  a.m.  4041+8=4049,  to 
the  end  of  the  1st  of  the  20  of  servitude  to  Jabin. 

if.  (Gen.  iix.)  ’Appalor,  o rai  Aavaof,  hi)  f ' A.M.  4049+9=4058, 
to  the  end  of  the  10th  of  Jabin. 

fOpou  rir  if  yiviuiv  trrj  Tip' ■ a.m.  3736  + 222  = 4058.  So  that 
Anianus  is  here  short  by  16  + 26=42  years  of  having  paralleled  the 
'years  of  the  kings  in  the  Chronicle  down  to  the  end  of  its  Dyn.  XVIII.] 

The  ambiguities  of  Manetho  and  Ptolemy  are  done  away 
by  bringing  down  Armaus  to  be  the  14th  and  last  genera- 
tion of  Dyn.  XVIII,  and  making  Raineses  II.  as  the  head  of 
Dyn.  XIX  to  be  absolutely  one  and  the  same  person  with 
the  Rameses  o /cat  Ss'dcof  of  Manetho.  So,  as  before  either 
Seti  II.  or  Rameses  III.  had  been  overlaid  and  supplanted 
the  one  by  the  other  in  consequence  of  Rameses  III.  having 
been  brought  up  to  stand  as  the  head  of  DyD.  XIX,  so  now 
both  of  these  two  kings  are  overlaid  and  supplanted  together 
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l»y  tlic  bringing  down  of  Rameses  II.  into  the  same  place. 
Thus  the  flight  of  Danaus  is  put  by  Anianus  after  his  a.m. 
4058,  at  the  head  of  his  B.c.  (5501—4058=)  1443,  241 
years  below  his  date  for  the  Exodus.  In  the  text  of  Syn- 
cellus  there  is  the  following  note : — 

“\\ppalos,  o zeal  Aavaos,  <f>sir/wv  tov  dBeXipov  ’Pa/xeaarjv  tov 
AtyVTTTOV,  SKTTITTTSI  Ttjs  KdT  Aiyimrov  ffamXeias  av TOV,  els 
'EWdSo  ts  d^HKVilrat.  'Papecraijs  Be  o uBeXtfibs  avrov,  b zeal 
Alyirmos  zcaXovpievos,  epaatXevaev  Alyvmov  err]  %r)',  perovo- 
fulaas  Tijv  yoipav  A tyirmov  roi  IB  up  ovbpmi,  iyus  rcpoTtpov 
Mstrrpaia,  Trap'"E\\p<u  Bh'Aspia  iXeyero.  Aavaos  Be,  6 zeal 
'Appalos,  Kparrjaas  tov  “Apyovs  teal  i/eftaXoov  IZOeveXov  tov 
K poTozTrou  'Apyeleov  eftaalXtvae  ‘ zeal  ol  dirtr/ovoi  avrov  pier 
uinov  AavalBai  Ka.Xovp.ivoi  Itt'  EvpvcrOea  tov  UdeveXov  tov 
Ilepaecos’  psO  ovs  oi  IIs\o7ri8ai  diro  IlsAoTroy  TrapaXafibvTSs 
TZ)V  upyrjv,  SlV  TTpblTOS  ' ArpSVS." 

Thus  the  flight  of  Danaus  is  put  (b.c.  1484  — 1443=)  41 
years  lower  than  in  the  scheme  of  Eusebius.  The  preceding 
nine  generations  of  Argive  kings,  reckoned  as  average  gene- 
rations of  33)  years  each,  would  take  us  back  to  the  22nd 
year  of  Amosis  for  the  foundation  of  Argos ; and  so  would 
just  save  the  synchronism  of  Amosis  and  Inachus,  the 
Exodus  being  put  under  Phoroneus,  81  years  below  the 
commencement  of  Dyn.  XVIII,  and  58  below  the  founda- 
tion of  Argos.  Moses,  too,  though  not  in  the  sense  of  Pto- 
lemy, would  have  been  the  contemporary  of  Inachus.  But 
by  the  longer  reckoning  of  the  Argive  reigns  we  should  go 
back  382  years  from  B.c.  1443  of  Anianus  to  the  foundation 
of  Argos,  which  would  have  been  after  his  a.m.  3G76  in  B.C. 
(1443  + 382  = ) 1825  ; and  this  is  GO  years  before  the  com- 
mencement of  his  Dyn.  XVIII,  and  141  before  his  date  for 
the  Exodus. 

[Aui'«<rrt(a  IG*  AfOffiroXtrwi’,  ytvtvv  i/.J 

a.  (Geil.  lx.)  'Vafiftrtrijs,  a mi  Alyraroc,  irrj  Zij  ‘ Harnesses  or  JEgyp- 
lus,  a.m.  4058  + 68=4126,  to  the  end  of  the  (10  of  Jabin+40  of  Debo- 
rah+7  of  Midian+ 1 1=68)  11th  of  Gideon. 

(¥.  (Gen.  lxi.)  'Afurui^ic  >rij  if"  Amenophis,  A.  M.  4126  + 8=4134,  to 
the  end  of  the  19th  of  Gideon.  The  name  is  really  that  of  the  lust  king 
of  Dyn.  XVI 1 1,  the  son  and  successor  of  Harnesses  Miamrnous. 

/.  (Gen.  lxii.)  OoiuiptQ  ‘r’l  >('•  Thouoris,  a.m.  4134  + 17=4151,  to 

3 I. 
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the  end  of  the  36th  of  Gideon.  As  the  name  is  the  same  with  that  of 
the  last  king  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XIX  whom  Anianus  gives  also  below, 
and  that  is  probably  derived  from  the  monumental  name  Siphthah,  it 
may  be  supposed  that  this  first  Thouoris  of  Anianus  is  the  earlier  Siph- 
thah of  the  monuments  (see  p.  222)  whoso  reign  is  excluded  as  illegi- 
timate from  other  lists  ; unless  it  be  doing  too  much  honour  to  Anianus 
to  suppose  that  any  of  his  peculiarities  had  an  historical  foundation. 

I'.  (Gen.  lxiii.)  Nry«\|/<vc  frij  i9 '•  Nechcpsos,  A.M.  4151  + 19=4170, 
to  the  end  of  the  (4  Gidcon  + 3 Abimelech+12=19)  12thofToln.  The 
name  is  an  anticipation  and  reduplication  of  the  2nd  Saite  name  of  Dyn. 
XXVI.  Why  that  of  Amon-Meses  should  not  have  done  just  as  well, 
if  Anianus  knew  of  his  existence,  is  not  easy  to  see.  And  this  casts  the 
more  doubt  upon  the  identification  of  bis  Thouoris  I.  above  with  the 
earlier  Siphthah. 

(Gen.  Ixiv.)  't'n/ipooSic  «nj  i+ ‘ Psammouthis,  A.M.  4170  + 13— 
4183,  to  the  end  of  the  2nd  of  Jair.  This  name  again  is  from  Dyn. 
XXVI  or  Dyn.  XXIX. 

t'.  (Gen.  lxv.)  . ...  iri)  P.  A.  m.  4183+4=4187,  to  the  end  of  the 
6th  of  Jair.  The  name  which  was  probably,  like  those  on  either  side  of 
it,  taken  at  random  from  some  other  dynasty,  lias  fallen  out.  Seti  II.,  the 
real  head  of  this  dynasty,  is  suppressed  altogether. 

{'.  (Gen.  lxvi.)  Ki/prwc  fro  s'.  Certos,  a.m.  4187+20=4207,  to  the 
end  of  the  6th  of  the  18  of  the  Servitude  to  the  Ammonites,  Jair  having 
only  20  instead  of  his  22  years.  The  name  Certos  has  already  done 
duty  ns  interpolated  among  the  Shepherds. 

i/'.  (Gen.  lxvii.)  ’I’apipic  frij  pi1.  liatnpsis,  a.m.  4207  + 45=4252,  to 
the  end  of  the  (12  Ammonites  +6  Jephthah  +7  Ibzan  +10  Elon  +8 
Abdon  +2  Philistines=45)  2nd  of  the  Servitude  to  the  Philistines.  The 
name  should  be  from  Hapsakes,  written  Itampscs  by  Eusebius,  the  2nd 
name  of  llanetho’s  Dyn.  XIX,  but  there  also  out  of  place,  as  has  been 
shown  above  at  p.  225. 

[ O/ioS  rir  ij'  ytvtiv  fro  p{(’'.  a.  m.  4058  + 194=4252.  So  that  in  its 
sum  of  years  this  dynasty  is  exactly  equal  to  Dyn.  XIX  of  the  Chro- 
nicle and  of  Eusebius,  though  it  has  viii  generations  instead  of  v:  and 
Anianus  is  short  of  the  Chronicle  by  the  same  number  of  years,  viz.  42, 
as  he  was  at  the  end  of  Dyn.  XVIII.] 

[Awairrfia  K'  AfooooXtrsn',  yri’fuiv  2*.] 
a*.  (Gen.  lxviii.)  A/if  o s at  A/1/if  ri/if/r,  fr o x<?'*  A menses  or  A m liff- 

nemo,  a.m.  4252+26=4278,  to  the  end  of  the  28th  of  the  Philistines. 
The  name  may  be  from  Amenephthis,  the  3rd  king  of  Dyn.  XIX. 

ft'.  (Gen.  lxix.)  'Oyspaf  fro  li' ‘ Ochyrus,  a m.  4278  + 14=4292,  to 
the  end  of  the  2nd  of  Samson.  The  name  seems  to  be  Greek,  as  if  it 
were  meant  to  look  like  a translation. 

y'.  (Gen.  lxx.)  ’Apti'Ji/c  fro  xj'  • Amendes,  a.m.  4292  + 27=4319, 
to  the  end  of  the  9th  of  the  “ interregnum  or  anarchy."  Probably  the 
same  as  Amcnemes,  the  last  name  but  one  of  Dyn.  XIX  of  Manetho. 

c.  (Gen.  Ixxi.)  Qohttp igiriii/'  Thouoris,  a.m.  4319+50=4369,  to 
the  end  of  (31  + 19=50)  the  19th  of  Eli.  This  is  really  the  last  king  of 
Manetho’s  Dyn.  XIX;  and  accordingly  be  has  the  note  attached,  u Orr+ 

iertv  u irap1  Opyptp  IloXc/lup  ’AXritrfpac  avi/p  tv  ’O tvaoiiy  ftpopivoe,  Trap * 
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tp  ipt/irl  TO v M?id\aor  fft’y  ry  'EXtt'y  piTii  rijv  u\utrtv  T poiay  Karf/xOm  irXciru- 
ptvov."  Ilis  reign,  lying  for  Anianus  between  Aug.  2D  at  the  head  of  his 
n.c.  (5401  — 43 19=)  1 182  and  Aug.  29  in  n.c.  1132,  virtually  identical 
with  the  same  dates  n.c.  according  to  the  vulgar  era,  begins  just  one  year 
too  low  to  include  Eratosthenes's  date  for  the  actual  capture  of  Troy ; 
and  on  this  account  probably  it  is  that  Anianus  has  omitted  the  words 
“If  ov  to  'IAiov  tiftu, " and  speaks  only  of  the  arrival  of  Mcnelaus  after - 
wards,  “ para  rt)v  uXuai r."  Between  the  flight  of  Danaus  and  the  taking 
of  Troy,  supposing  it  to  be  put  one  year  above  the  accession  of  Thouo- 
ris  at  the  date  of  Eratosthenes,  Anianus  has  exhibited  (194  + 60=)  260 
years,  affording  only  32^  instead  of  33t4j  years  to  each  of  the  8 Argive 
generations;  or,  if  only  7 of  these  generations  arc  allowed  to  be  full, 
giving  26.,?;  years  instead  of  18  only  to  the  last  imperfect  generation  of 
Agamemnon. 

t\  (Gen.  lxxii.)  AOwQtc  o rai  Qovaavuc  * Ip'  ov  ontrpo i Kara  Till1  Alya* 
tttov  iyivovro,  ppoiruo  yiyovorty  iv  aiiry  ir/w  rovrov*  ir q nr/ ' Athothis  or 
l’housanus,  a.m.  4369+28=4397,  to  the  end  of  the  (1  ofEli+20  of 
Samuel+7=28)  7th  of  Saul.  The  name  Athothis  is  that  of  the  first  suc- 
cessor of  Mcnes,  who  above  has  been  changed  by  Anianus  into  Kourodes. 
The  alias,  Phousanos,  is  perhaps  from  Psousenes,  a name  which  occurs 
twice  in  Dyn.  XXI  of  Africanus.  The  notice  of  the  earthqunkc  is  pro- 
bably transposed,  like  that  of  the  deification  of  Apis  above,  from  Dyn. 
II  of  Africanus,  that  it  might  not  be  altogether  omitted. 

+.  (Gen.  Ixxiii.)  Kiyeiii/r  trrj  A(/.  Keuhenes,  a.  m.  4397+39=4436, 
to  the  end  of  the  6th  of  David.  This  name  and  the  next  are  properly 
the  3rd  and  the  4th  of  Dyn.  I of  Africanus. 

If.  (Gen.  lxxiv.)  Oiivveitt  irp  pf  ‘ Ouennephis,  a.m.  4436  + 42= 
4478,  to  the  end  of  the  8th  of  Solomon. 

[Ogoe  ruv  Z yivtiv  irt ; arc' ’ a.m.  4252+226=4478.  This  sum 
being  2 short  of  228,  the  sum  of  the  Old  Chronicle  for  its  own  Dyn. 
XX,  and  Anianus  having  before  been  short  of  the  Chronicle  by  42  years, 
he  is  now  short  by  44.] 

[Atmsnia  K A Tavirwr,  ytviwv  £'.] 

a’.  (Gen. Ixxv.)  Sovoaictip  iri]  \Z  • Sousahcim,  a.m.  4478  + 34=4512, 
to  the  end  of  the  2nd  of  Ilchoboam.  So  that  the  synchronism  of  the  fifth 
year  of  Belioboam  is  not  exhibited  Synccllus,  however,  has  the  following 
note:  Aiflvay  Kai  AWioiray  kui  TpioyXolvray  iraplkafii  j rpd  rrjc 

" lipavaakiip."  Eusebius  had  only  marked  the  Biblical  name  and  synchro- 
nism of  “ Sousakeim”  opposite  to  that  Egyptian  king,  Smcndis,  who  seemed 
to  come  parallel  in  his  own  scheme.  But  Aninnus,  in  consequence  of  his 
having  looked  chiefly  to  the  sums  of  the  dynasties  of  the  Chronicle,  ap- 
proaches here  somewhat  nearer  to  the  truth.  The  notice  of  the  other 
conquests  of  Sous.ikeim  seems  to  be  based  upon  a passage  of  Josephus, 
who,  being  willing  to  magnify  all  that  relates  to  his  own  people,  ascribes 
to  Sousakeim  the  conqueror  of  Jerusalem  the  exploits  of  Sesostris. 

/S'.  (Gen.  lxxvi.)  ♦ofavoc  Irij  «'•  Psouenos,  a.  m.  4512+25=4537, 
to  the  end  of  the  (15+3+7  = 25)  7th  of  Asa.  The  name  is  probably  from 
Psousenes,  the  2nd  king  of  Dyn.  XXI  of  Africanus  and  Eusebius,  Sou- 
sukeim  having  been  substituted  for  his  predecessor  Smcndes. 

H2 
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y,  (Gen.  Ixxvii.)  'Appivufic  Irti  (/■  Ammenophis , A.  M.  4537  + 9=' 
4546,  to  the  eml  of  the  )6th  of  Asa.  The  name  and  the  length  of  the 
reign  arc  those  of  the  4th  king  of  Dyn.  XXI  of  Africanus  and  Euse- 
bius. 

(Gen.  lxxviii.)  Ni^i^itc  f’rij  +•  Nephercheres,  A.  >1.4546+6= 
4552,  to  the  end  of  the  22nd  of  Asa.  The  name  is  that  of  the  3rd  king 
of  Dyn.  XXI  of  Africanus  and  Eusebius. 

i.  (Gen.  lxxix.)  2<dri)c  frij  «’■  Suites,  a.m.  4552  + 15=4567,  to  the 
end  of  the  37th  of  Asa.  The  name  is  that  of  the  1st  Shepherd  king  of  Dyn. 
XY  of  Africanus  or  XVII  of  Eusebius.  Why  it  was  preferred  to  that 
of  Otochor,  which  offered  itself  next  in  Dyn.  XXI  of  Eusebius,  is  hard 
to  guess,  unless  it  were  desired  by  varying  so  many  of  the  names  to 
make  the  whole  scries  look  more  like  an  independent  list. 

t\  (Gen.  lxxx.)  4'u'a^ijc  irij  (>’•  Psinachcs,  a.m.  4567+9=4576,  to 
the  end  of  the  5th  of  Jehoshaphat.  Anianus  here  returns  to  Dyn.  XXI 
of  Eusebius,  this  being  the  name  and  reign  of  its  6th  king. 

i\  (Gen.  lxxxi.)  IItrui'/3oari|c  *ri/  [iC'  Petubast,  a.m.  4576  + 44= 
4620,  tothe  end  of  the  (20+8  of  Jelioram  + 1 of  Aliaziah  + 7 of  Alhaliah 
+ 8=44)  8th  of  Joash.  This  name  is  transposed  from  the  head  of  Dyn. 
XXIII  of  Eusebius,  in  order  that  the  two  remaining  names  may  be  left 
alone  with  their  19  years  to  parallel  Dyn.  XXIII  of  the  Chroni.Ie. 
llut  Psusemies,  the  seventh  and  last  name  of  Dyn.  XXI  of  Africanus 
and  Eusebius  is  suppressed.  For  Anianus  Petuba.it  reigns  from  bis  B.C. 
(5501 — 4576=)  925  to  n.c.  881  : nor  were  there  any  misgivings  at  so 
placing  him  on  account  of  his  former  connection  with  the  First  Olym- 
piad, which  had  already  been  dropped  by  Eusebius. 

£*0/(oS  try  Tun'  £ ytrtivv  nfni’ ' A.  M.  4478  + 142=4620.  This  excess 
of  (142—121=)  21  years  over  the  sum  of  Dyn.  XXI  of  the  Chronicle 
leaves  Anianus  now  only  (44—21=)  23  years  short.] 

[Aeraenm  KB*  AioottoXituv,  ytvtuv  ft'."] 

a.  (Gen.  lxxxii  ) 'OvupSuv  irq  b’’  Osarlhon,  a.m.  4G20+9=4629, 
to  the  end  of  the  17th  of  Joash.  This  is  Osarthon  II.,  the  apparent 
successor  of  Petubast  and  the  2nd  king  in  Dyn.  XXII  of  Eusebius. 

fl\  (Gen.  Ixxxiii.)  't'5/igoc  in/ «'•  Psammus,  a m.  4629  + 10=4639, 
to  the  end  of  the  27th  of  Joash.  Psammus  is  the  3rd  and  last  king  in 
Dyn.  XXIII  of  Eusebius,  and  is  intended  there  also,  in  conjunction 
with  his  predecessor  Osorlhon  II.,  to  represent  Dyn.  XXIll  of  the 
Old  Chronicle. 

[0/io5  fri ; itf*  a. M.  4620+  19=4639.  The  dynasty  is  one  with  Dyn. 
XXIII  of  the  Chronicle,  only  transposed.] 

[awavraa  K ly  Tnwfwv,  yirttup  y\] 
a . (Gen.  lxxxiv.)  Koy^apic  trq  *«'•  Concharis , A.  M.  4639+21  = 
4660,  to  the  end  of  the  (13  + 8=21)  8th  of  Amnziuh.  The  name  has  oc- 
curred above  for  the  king  in  or  after  whose  5th  year  the  Shepherds  are 
said  to  have  come  into  Egypt.  Here  perhaps  the  name  is  only  a sub- 
stitute for  Y»<royj;ic  or  Znroyxusii-,  the  head  of  Dyn.  XXII  of  Eusebius, 
since  the  reign  of  21  years  is  clearly  the  same ; and  it  is  used  together 
with  the  next  two  following  by  Anianus,  ns  by  Eusebius,  to  exhibit 
Dynasty  XXII  of  the  Old  Chronicle. 
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ft'.  (Gen.  Ixxxv.)  ’OaopQtov  try  u'  Osorthon,  a.  m.  4G60+ 15=4675, 
to  the  end  of  the  23rd  of  Amaziah.  The  ‘2nd  name  of  Eusebius's  Dyn. 
XXII,  as  cut  down  from  Dyn.  XXII  of  Africanus. 

7*.  (Gen.  lxxxvi.)  TnvnAiJ^ic  try  ( y * Takeloth , A.M.  4675  + 13  = 
4688,  to  the  end  of  the  (6+7=13)  7th  of  Uzziah.  This  is  the  single  re- 
maining name  and  reign  of  Eusebius’s  Dyn.  XXII,  the  six  anonymous 
kings  of  Africanus,  whose  names  are  now  all  known  from  recent  disco- 
veries, being  suppressed  by  Eusebius,  and  by  Anianus  after  him,  in  order 
to  make  the  Dynasty  look  like  Dyn.  XXII,  whereas  it  really  is  Dyn. 
XXI,  of  the  Chronicle.  Anianus,  too,  in  getting  rid  of  Pctubast  from 
Dyn.  XXIII  of  Eusebius,  thought  it  better  to  slip  him  up  into  the  last 
place  of  Dyn.  XXI,  as  if  identical  with  Psoueennes  II.,  whose  name  had 
occurred  before,  and  whose  reign  differed  by  only  5 years,  than  to  make 
him  supplant  Tahelothis  the  last  name  of  Dyn.  XXII  of  Eusebius,  which 
stood  immediately  above  him,  and  whose  reign  of  only  13  years  could 
not  well  be  changed.  For  this  reason  it  was,  no  doubt,  that  in  his  repre- 
sentation of  them  he  transposed  the  two  dynasties  XXII  and  XXIII  of 
the  Chronicle.  And  this  he  did  deliberately.  That  he  also  transposed 
at  the  same  time  Dyn.  XXI  of  the  Chronicle,  and  improved  upon  the 
chronology,  or  rather  the  confusion,  of  Eusebius,  as  Eusebius  himself 
had  improved  upon  the  dislocations  of  Manetho,  was  an  accident,  of 
which  he  was  unconscious.  So  far  as  the  truth  of  history  is  concerned 
Petubast  alone  ought  to  have  been  transposed  and  put  down  so  ns  to 
become  the  first  king  of  Dyn.  XXIV,  instead  of  being  put  up  so  as  to 
become  the  last  either  of  Dyn.  XXII  or  of  Dyn.  XXI. 

['O/ioo  try  pdf.  a.m.  4G39+49=46S8.  Here  Anianus  is  only  (23— I 
=)  22  years  short  of  the  Chronicle.] 

[Aiwasraa  K y Snirov  t >’<+] 

a.  (Gen.  Ixxxvii.)  try  fitf*  Bocjf  Aiyirrrrioic  tvopoCtrli' 

Ip*  or  Xoyof  apviov  <p,tiyKaa0ai'  Bocchoris , A.  M.  4688  + 44=4732,  to  the 
end  of  the  51st  of  Uzziah.  Here  Anianus  agrees  with  Eusebius  and  with 
the  Chronicle  in  the  sum  of  44  years,  but  with  Eusebius  oidy  and  with 
Manetho  in  making  one  generation  instead  of  three.  He  is  still,  however, 
equal  in  the  number  of  his  generations  of  kings  to  all  the  merely  human 
generations  of  the  Chronicle  (the  xv  “ of  the  Cycle”  being  taken  in)  since 
he  has  made  in  his  preceding  dynasties  of  kings  (xv+viii)  + (iv+iii)  + 
xiv+ viii  + vii+vii+ii  + iii+i,  in  all  that  is  Ixxxvii  generations,  while  the 
Chronicle,  beginning  from  the  xv  generations  of  the  Cycle,  had  made 
xv+viii+iv[+iv]  + xiv+v  + viii+vi+iii+ii+iii,  amounting  in  all  to 
the  same  number  of  Ixxxvii.  And  Anianus  has  still  in  reserve  vii  out 
of  the  xxii  divine  generations  of  the  Chronicle  which  he  has  not  yet 
paralleled. 

(lev  role  iTfioTtraypivois  farry  yivavrat  try  rov  Kotrpov  /yVl*  A.M. 
4688+44=4732.] 


(Aei'aarria  K \\  AiCwiruir,  yt vtup  7',] 

tt.  (Gen.  lxxxviii.)  Yi+rviiU’  try  td  • OtT>roc  rite  ai\pa\tu- 

top  Anddr  Zihvra  tKavat r.  Sabacon , a.m.  4732  + 12=4744,  to  the  end  of 
the  Uth  year  of  the  reign  of  Jotham. 
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(i\  (Gen.  lxxxix.)  Eqbjywv  irij  i(i‘ • Strichon,  A.M.  4744+12=: 
4756,  to  the  end  of  the  7th  of  Almz,  in  B.c.  of  Anianu9  745,  scarcely 
lower  than  the  true  date  for  Sabaco’s  conquest,  and  quite  too  high  for 
any  synchronism  with  years  of  Hoshca  and  of  llezckiah.  But  Euse- 
bius  had  already  disregarded  this  inconvenience,  and  had  set  the  capture 
of  Samaria  at  the  end  of  the  11th  year  of  Ahaz. 

y\  (Gen.  xc.)  Taparijf  7rij  r'  • Tarukes , a.m.  4756+20=4776,  to 
the  end  of  the  11th  of  Ilczekiah  in  n.  c.  722  of  Anianus's  reckoning,  too 
high  by  3 years  to  admit  the  synchronism  of  Sennacherib  and  the  14th 
year  of Ilezekiah. 

['OgoS  Irq  ill',  a.m.  4732+44=4776.  The  dynasty  agrees  with  Dyn. 
XXV  of  the  Chronicle.  The  subdivision  of  the  reigns  is  from  Euse- 
bius.] 

[Avi’Offrtta  KEY  E.uru.)',  yn^utv  O'.] 

a'.  (Gen.  xci.)  ’A/mi/c  *rn  \i)'  • Amncs,  a.m.  4776  + 38=4814,  to  the 
end  of  the  20lh  of  Munnsseh.  The  name  is  from  Eusebius,  corrupted 
from  ‘Agptplr,  the  qualification  “Aifioi^,”  which  Anianus  might  think 
somewhat  out  of  place  in  a Suite  dynasty,  being  omitted.  The  reign,  too, 
is  altered  from  12  to  38  years,  and  for  no  intelligible  reason,  since  the 
24  years  added  are  all  deducted  again  from  the  reign  of  Psammitichu9 
I.  a little  below. 

j3\  (Gen.  xcii.)  Erf pi’uOiic  trq  «:£'■  Slephinalhist  a.m.  4814  + 27  — 
4841,  to  the  end  of  the  47th  of  Manassch.  Here  again  20  years  are 
added  to  the  7 of  Africanus  and  Eusebius,  and  of  these  too  6 are  de- 
ducted below  from  the  44  given  by  Eusebius  to  Psammitichus  I.:  10 
more  may  be  regarded  ns  a clumsy  restoration  of  the  10  years  cut  off 
from  Psammitichus  I.  by  Eusebius,  who  properly  should  have  had  54  not 
44  years.  The  4 still  remaining  of  Africanus’s  addition  to  this  reign  are 
the  restoration  of  4 out  of  6 years  really  wanting  in  the  list  of  Eusebius 
between  the  end  of  Dyn.  XXV  and  the  accession  of  Psammitichus  I. ; 
since  that  list  has  only  33  years  to  its  first  4 reigns  in  Dyn.  XXVI, 
whereas  the  true  length  of  the  interval  was  39  years. 

y.  (Gen.  xciii.)  Nsjjf^rie  «ri|  iy' • Nechepsos,x.it.  4841  + 13=4854, 
to  the  end  of  the  (8+2  of  Amon  + 3=13]  3rd  of  Josiah.  Again  7 years 
are  added  to  the  6 of  Eusebius  ; and  these,  after  supplying  the  two  still 
really  wanted,  would  depress  the  accession  of  Psammitichus  I.  by  5 
years,  if  Anianus  had  begun  to  parallel  the  1881  years  of  the  Chronicle 
from  the  same  date  with  it,  and  had  not  fallen  short  in  any  of  the  pre- 
ceding dynasties.  But,  as  when  he  began  Dyn.  XXVI  he  was  short 
by  22  years,  his  addition  of  the  5 years  just  mentioned  merely  lessens 
his  deficit,  and  leaves  him  still  short  by  17  years. 

I'.  (Gen.  xciv.)  Ni^nui  irij  n ' Nechao,  a.m.  4854  + 8=4862,  to  the 
end  of  the  1 1th  of  Josiah.  Here  the  reign  is  that  of  Eusebius  unaltered. 

(Gen.  xcv.)  ♦n/qinrejoc  Irij  if'  Ptammilichut , a.m.  4862  + 14= 
4876,  from  n.c.  of  Anianus  639  to  n.c.  625.  If  the  additions  to  the 
first  two  reigns  were  made  first,  wantonly  and  thoughtlessly,  one  can  see 
a reason  for  now  cutting  down  the  reign  of  Psammitichus  I.,  viz.  that  so 
it  may  end  a little  before  the  defeat  and  death  of  Josiah.  In  fact  now 
it  is  made  to  end  with  the  25th  year  of  that  king. 
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v\  (Gen.  xcvi.)  Ncgaiii  +,  <t>npai!>,  Irrj  O'  • Nechao  II.,  a.  m.  4876+9 
= 4885,  to  the  end  of  the  3rd  of  Jehoiakim.  The  title  “ Pharao  ” is 
added,  because  he  is  so  named  in  the  Scripture,  in  allusion  to  the  syn-  c 

chronism  of  the  last  year  of  Josiah.  (That  of  the  4th  of  Jehoiakim  is 
barely  touched.)  Perhaps,  also,  there  is  here  an  allusion  to  a childish 
fable  of  the  Jews  respecting  the  use  and  disuse  of  this  title.  The  reign 
lies  for  Anianus  between  his  n.c.  625  and  B. c.  614.  It  is  lengthened 
from  the  6 years  of  Eusebius  to  9 because,  if  it  had  had  only  6,  it  would 
have  ended  3 years  before  the  4th  of  Jehoiakim  began. 

(Gen.  xevii.)  trrpoc,  0 sat  tri;  Psam* 

mouthes  or  Psammitichus  II.,  a.  m.  4885  + 17=4902,  to  the  end  of  the 
9lh  year  of  Zedekiah  in  b.o.  of  Anianus  599.  The  reign  is  that  of  Eu- 
sebius unchanged. 

(Gen.  xcviii.)  Ovappis  it ij  \f  • Ouaphris,  A.  M.  4902+34=4936, 
to  the  end  of  the  32nd  of  the  Captivity.  The  reign  is  lengthened  by  9 
years  from  the  25  of  Eusebius;  and  it  lies  for  Anianus  between  his  n.c. 

599  and  n.c.  565,  so  that  its  3rd  year  is  paralleled  by  him  with  the  1st 
of  the  Captivity.  This  ought  to  hare  been  the  eleventh  of  Zedekiah ; 
but  Anianus,  like  Eusebius,  made  the.  Captivity  to  begin  only  with  the 
year  following  the  11th  of  Zedekiah.  At  the  same  time  he  made  it  to 
end  at  the  last  or  Median  accession  of  Cyrus,  as  if  that  were  70  years 
later,  whereas  it  was  really  only  (b.c.  588— 536=)  52  years  below  the 
true  commencement  of  the  Captivity.  But,  as  he  reckoned  9 years  too 
few  to  the  Persians  below  the  Median  accession  of  Cyrus,  his  excess 
above  it  is  reduced  by  compensation  from  18  to  9 years,  being  6 more 
than  the  excess  of  Eusebius  for  the  same  interval. 

if.  (Gen.  xeix.)  'A/iuxtic  frij  v ' Amasis,  a.m.  4936  + 50=4986,  n.c. 
of  Anianus  568  to  n.  c.  515,  to  the  end  of  the  12th  year  after  the  end  of 
the  Captivity,  which  should  be  also  the  sixth  of  Cambyses  (depressed  by 
9 years  into  the  place  of  the  7th  of  Darius  Ilystaspes).  And  hence, 
perhaps,  may  have  originated  that  variant  in  the  present  text  of  the 
Canon  of  Eusebius,  which  parallels  the  sixth  of  Cambyses  with  the  last 
year  of  Amasis.  The  idea  of  giving  50  years  to  Amasis  may  have  been 
taken  from  Diodorus  Siculus,  who  gives  him  56,  the  odd  units  being  neg- 
lected. The  true  length  of  the  reign  was  44  years  ; and  Eusebius  gave 
to  it  only  42.  But  Anianus  had  to  fill  up  the  space  between  the  end  of 
the  35th  year  of  the  Captivity  and  the  Egyptian  accession  of  Cambyses 
which  could  not  be  put  higher  than  the  commencement  of  his  Ji/th  Per- 
sian year,  and  which  had  been  put,  most  probably,  by  Eusebius  at  the 
commencement  of  his  sixth.  Why  Anianus  should  have  put  it  one  year 
lower  still,  as  he  has  done  by  giving  50  years  to  Amasis,  and  omitting  9 
years  of  the  Persians  below,  is  not  easy  to  guess,  unless  either  that 
reading  of  Eusebius  which  parallels  the  sixth  of  Cambyses  with  the  last 
of  Ainasis  were  already  in  existence,  or  unless  it  were  that  he  thought 
the  56  years  of  Diodorus  gave  more  countenance  to  a variant  of  50  years 
than  they  would  to  49. 

['0/io5  frij  at  ' a.m.  4776+210=4986.  Dyn.  XXVI  of  the  Chro- 
nicle having  177  years,  and  Anianus  having  been  only  21  years  short  at 
its  commencement,  he  wanted  only  (177+22=)199  years  in  order  to  end 
this  dynasty  together  with  the  Chronicle;  and  his  sum  of  210  years 
makes  him  now  to  be  11  years  in  advance.] 
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Synccllus,  after  ending  Dyn.  XXVI,  adds  the  following 
notice  : — “"Eo>r  tou  fanf  %po vov  »;  tcov  Alyimrlwv  /3aai\ei'a 
BiapKetraaa  uvo  tov  ko<t/u.kov  erovs  ei'  Bwaartiais  i, 

flacnXevcn  Be  ir?  , erecn  J3cna' , Karearpe^dy  vtto  tcov  Ile/jaw.” 
In  this  passage  the  particular  statements  are  all  Syncellus’s 
own,  and  need  all  of  them  to  be  corrected  before  they  enn 
suit  the  scheme  of  Anianus  from  which  he  had  varied. 
Synccllus  made  the  monarchy  to  begin  from  a.m.  2776,  and 
sometimes,  as  here,  though  not  uniformly,  from  the  beginning 
of  a.m.  2776,  which,  according  to  his  more  usual  manner  of 
reckoning,  he  would  call  in  or  from  a.m.  2775.  Syncellus, 
too,  made  86  kings  and  2210  or  2211  years.  But  Anianus 
began  the  monarchy  72  years  later,  from  a.m.  (2776  + 72  = ) 
2848,  and  made  only  84  kings  with  (2210  — 72  = ) 2138 
years  to  the  end  of  Dyn.  XXVI.  Syncellus,  too,  not  under- 
standing exactly  how  Anianus  had  made  his  Manetho  to 
dispose  the  xxx  dynasties,  thought  that  one  designation,  viz. 
that  of  “ years  of  the  Cynic  Cycle,”  was  enough  for  the  first 
628,  or  (as  he  had  taken  in  the  72)  the  first  700  years  after 
the  Dispersion.  And,  without  attending  to  the  fact  that  these 
“ years  of  the  Cycle  ” were  also  called  “ Dynasty  XVI,”  he 
counted  those  other  dynasties  which  followed,  and  found  that 
there  were  ten  of  them  betiveen  the  first  separate  series 
of  700  years  and  the  Persian  conquest.  But  for  Anianus 
we  must  translate  and  alter  the  passage  thus:  — “The 
Egyptian  monarchy,  having  lasted  from  a.m.  (2776  + 72=) 
2848  in  eleven  dynasties  under  eighty-four  generations  of 
kings,  through  a space  of  (4986—2848  = ) 2138  years,  to  the 
end  of  a.m.  4986,  was  now  overthrown  by  the  Persians.” 

[Ai/wnmia  KZ'  llfptrwr,  ytviuv  ^'.J 

a,  (Gen.  C.)  K aftfivatiQ  [iff  tru  rijc  iavrov  fiaciXttac  Utpo&v  Kart- 
arpi^nro  rt)v  AiyvnTov,  Ktti  ifiaoiXtvn tv  a&ri}c]  Irrj  • Cambyscs,  A m.  4986 
+2*4988,  to  Aug.  29  in  n.c.  513  for  Anianus,  the  8ih  of  Cambyses 
being  drawn  down  by  bis  omission  of  9 years  below  into  the  place  of  the 
9th  of  Darius. 

/3'.  (Gen.  ci.)  Mayo*  troQ  a • The  Magi,  a.m.  4988  + 1=4989,  this 
year  representing  here,  as  with  Eusebius,  the  1st  of  Darius  drawn  down 
into  the  place  of  his  10th,  and  ending  for  Anianus  in  his  n.c.  512. 

y.  (Gen.  cii.)  fcnpi'toQ  ’YardcrKGu  irtj  X<r' * Darius  Jlystaspes , a.m. 
4989+36=5025,  ending  for  Anianus  in  n.c.  476,  the  year  in  which 
the  9th  of  Xerxes  really  ended.  The  year  of  the  Magi  being  understood 
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to  represent  the  1st  of  Darius,  his  3Gth  here,  as  with  Eusebius,  repre- 
sents the  1st  of  Xerxes,  and  the  21st  of  Xerxes  in  turn  represents  the 
short  reign  of  Artabanus. 

c.  (Gen.  ciii.)  £ip£>jc  o piyac  !rt)  sa'  • Xerxes,  A.M.  5025  +21  = 
5046,  ending  for  Anianus  in  n.c.  455,  at  the  true  point  for  the  ending  of 
the  9th  of  Artaxerxes. 

i'.  (Gen.  civ.)  ’Apra£cp£ijc  try  jim  Artaxerxes,  a.m.  5046+40=5086, 
ending  for  Anianus  in  b.c.  415,  at  the  true  point  for  the  ending  of  the 
9th  of  Nothus. 

+.  (Gen.  CV.)  AapttnQ  xttoZov  Noflof  i0noi\ivtn  tA  iravra  try  iff,  Trjt; 
ci  A iyisrrov  Its)  ly  ■ a.m.  5086+ 13=5099,  ending  for  Anianus  in  n.c. 
402,  the  true  point  for  the  ending  of  the  3rd  of  Artaxerxes  Mnemon  ; so 
that  thus  the  Persian  Dyn.  XXVII  of  Anianus  ends  at  the  same  point 
chronologically  with  the  Persian  Dyn.  XXVIII  of  the  Old  Chronicle. 

[Opoti  (rij  [sty  • A.  M.  4986+ 1 13=5099.  Between  the  beginning  of 
the  5th  of  Cambyses,  the  1st  year  of  Dyn.  XXVIII  of  the  Chronicle, 
and  the  end  of  the  3rd  of  Artaxerxes  Mnemon,  which  is  its  last,  there 
are  really  124  years.  And  Anianus  having  been  11  years  in  advance  of 
the  Chronicle  at  the  beginning  of  his  corresponding  Dyn.  XXVII,  and 
having  in  this  dynasty  itself  113,  has  now  exhibited  or  paralleled  within 
their  true  limits,  though  not  under  their  true  designations,  the  same  124 
years  of  the  Chronicle.] 

[Avvaorfia  K H Enirow  tvog.l 

n*.  (Gen.  cvi.)  [Tip  ty'  irei  Aaptiov  No0oe  flamAiiac  Ilfpswe]  ’ A/iwprmoc 
tiiaoiAtvaiv  Aiyi-roe  ini  + ’ Amy  rt cells,  A.M.  5099  + 6=5105,  ending 
for  Anianus  in  n.c.  396,  with  the  19th  of  Nothus  depressed  into  the 
place  of  the  9th  of  Artaxerxes  Mnemon.  Having  consolidated  Dyn. 
XXVII  of  the  Chronicle  with  its  Dyn.  XVII  in  his  vii  Shepherds  al>ove, 
Anianus  had  made  room  for  this  substitute  of  Manetho’s  introducing 
in  lieu  of  Dyn.  XXVII  of  the  Chronicle  below,  and  was  under  no  ne- 
cessity of  varying  the  numeral  ion  of  the  intervening  dynasties.  The  6 
years  given  to  this  Dyn.  XXVIII  leave  only  (57 — 6=)  51  years  of  the 
1881  of  the  Chronicle  to  be  still  accounted  for.  And,  as  regards  the  ge- 
nerations, Anianus,  having  already  placed  in  Dyn.  XXVI  two,  in  XXVII 
one,  and  here  again  in  XXVIII  one  more  generation  unknown  to  the 
Chronicle,  has  still  remaining  of  those  seven  which  he  held  in  reserve 
three  unplaced ; and  these,  as  well  as  four  others  belonging  to  Dynasties 
XXIX  and  XXX  of  the  Chronicle,  he  has  still  to  place. 

[Avvannia  KG'  Mivtiijaiiov  yivtur  i'.] 

(Gen  evii.)  "Supiptrijc  tri)  + * Xcpheritcs,  A.  M.  5105  + 6=5111, 
ending  for  Anianus  in  his  n.  c.  390. 

Ii‘.  (Gen.  cviii.)  *Ax«pic  *r«j  *0’’  Achoris,  a.m.  5111  + 12  = 5123, 
ending  for  Anianus  in  his  n.c.  378.  Hence  perhaps  the  present  variant 
of  only  12  years  for  Achoris  in  the  Canon  of  Eusebius. 

y.  (Gen.  cix.)  happovVic  frog  a'-  Psammoulhis,  a.m.  5123+1  = 
5124,  ending  for  Anianus  in  his  n.c.  377. 

c.  (Gen.  cx.)  Nt/fpirijc  «roc  a'  Nepherites,  a.m.  5124+1=5125, 
ending  for  Anianus  in  his  n.c.  376. 
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[Opofi  rilv  iV  ytvtSjv  trrj  k ' A.  M.  5105  + 20=5125  ; leaving  Still  (51  — 
20=)  31  years  of  the  1831  and  iii  generations  of  the  cxiii  of  the 
Chronicle  to  be  accounted  for.] 

[dvraffnia  A’  £t/3tvvtrivr,  yiptiHv  /.] 

o’.  (Gen.  cxi.)  Sttrapi^gc  ir ij  !)’•  a. M.  5125  + 8=5133,  ending  for 
Anianus  in  his  n.c.  3G8. 

ff.  (Gen.  cxii.)  Tiwffrij  f}'  • a.  m.  5133+2=5135,  ending  for  Ania- 
nus  in  his  n.c.  300. 

y'.  (Gen.  cxiii.)  Nixrowjlijc /3' irij  s',  a.m.  5135+0=5141,  ending 
for  Anianus  in  his  n.c.  300 

[Opof  It  i)  it'-  a.m.  5125  + 10=5141,  that  is,  to  the  end  of  a.m.  5141, 
or  to  Aug.  28  in  b.  c.  300  of  Anianus,  and  (when  his  suppression  of  8 
years  before  a.d.  284  is  rectified)  in  n.c.  300  also  of  the  vulgar  era.] 

The  remaining  15  of  the  1881  years  of  the  regal  dynasties 
of  the  Chronicle  are  cut  off  and  transferred  from  the  native 
Egyptian  kings  of  Dyn.  XXX  to  the  Persians,  in  order 
that  Nectanebo  II.  may  fly  from  Egypt  in  time  to  become 
the  father  of  Alexander.  And  between  n.c.  360,  where  we 
now  are,  and  n.c.  336,  the  date  for  the  Macedonian  accession 
of  Alexander,  the  interval  is  24  years,  being  two  or  three  more 
than  were  absolutely  needed.  And  so,  if  the  Manetho  of 
Anianus  had  exhibited  a thiriy-first  dynasty,  which  he  did 
not,  his  Dyn.  XXXI,  instead  of  the  16  years  of  Eusebius 
(and  they  were  one  too  many)  would  have  had  (16+  14  = ) 
30  years,  the  Egyptian  reign  of  Oehus  being  made  to  begin 
with  that  year  which  was  really  the  6th  from  his  first  Persian 
accession  as  associated  with  his  father,  and  the  last,  that  is 
the  46th,  of  his  father’s  whole  life  and  reign.  But,  as  Anianus 
cut  down  the  whole  reign  of  Artaxerxes  from  46  to  40  years, 
and  suppressed  between  him  and  Ochus  9 years  in  all,  the 
1st  year  of  Ochus  in  Egypt  would  be  for  him  the  37th  of 
Artaxerxes,  and  Ochus  would  appear  to  have  reduced  Egypt 
4 years  before  the  death  of  his  father.  And  after  21  (or 
nominally  only  20)  years  of  Ochus,  and  3 (or  nominally  4) 
years  of  Arses,  and  6 of  Darius  Codomannus,  the  “ cosmo- 
cracy”  of  Alexander  would  commence  for  Anianus  after  the 
end  of  his  A.M.  5141  +30  = 5171  in  his  U.C.  330,  which  is  in 
fact  the  true  date. 

The  Egyptian  scheme  of  Anianus  has  now  been  exhibited; 
and  it  has  been  shown  how  he  contrived,  by  his  methods  of 
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reduction,  to  make  the  36,525  mixed  and  nominal  years  of 
the  Old  Chronicle  agree  with  his  own  chronology.  For,  if 
we  recapitulate,  his  own  first  1058  are  given  as  equivalent 
to  12,696  of  the  years  of  the  Chronicle:  his  next  968  years 
and  208  days,  reckoned  as  969  years,  are  made,  by  a peculiar 
artifice,  to  account  for  11,984  : the  215  years  still  remaining 
to  his  epoch  of  the  Flood  (or  in  strictness  214  of  them  and 
6 months)  represent  2574  more  : and  below  the  Flood  his 
534  years  to  the  Dispersion  having  absorbed  (6349  + 59  = ) 
6408,  the  whole  sum  of  years  of  the  Chronicle  reduced  by 
him  amounts  to  (12,696  + 11,984  + 2574  + 6408  = ) 33,662. 
And  when  these  are  deducted  from  the  36,525  of  the  airoKa- 
TaaTaai?,  there  remain  still  2863  of  the  years  of  the  Chro- 
nicle to  be  accounted  for.  Of  these  72  having  been  allowed 
for  the  interval  between  the  settlement  of  Egypt  and  Menes, 
and  427  more  having  been  given  to  kings  before  coming  to 
those  1881  which  are  reckoned  to  the  monarchy  in  the  last 
xv  dynasties  of  the  Chronicle,  and  lastly  these  1881  also 
having  been  paralleled  (though  the  last  15  of  them  are 
transferred  from  the  native  Egyptians  to  the  Persians), 
these  sums  together  make  (72  + 427  + 1881  = ) 2380  years; 
and  there  remain  only  (36,525—33,662  = 2863  — 2380  = ) 
483  years.  And  these  are  the  same  483  which  in  the  Chro- 
nicle were  thrown  up,  40  of  them  to  the  times  of  the  Gods, 
and  443,  under  a separate  designation  of  “ xv  generations  of 
the  Cycle,”  to  a place  between  the  Demigods  and  Menes ; 
but  which  for  Anianus,  by  the  mere  fact  that  they  are  left  to 
the  end  of  his  Egyptian  scheme,  and  are  alone  not  accounted 
for  before,  are  restored  to  their  true  place,  beginning  from 
that  point  where  the  last  of  his  years  above  enumerated 
ends,  and  ending  consequently  themselves  with  his  2nd  year 
of  Antoninus  Pius,  which  contained  the  Sothic  epoch, 
whether  ostensibly  depressed  or  understood  at  its  true  astro- 
nomical and  historical  place,  so  as  to  end  (for  him ) with 
Aug.  28  in  a.d.  139  of  the  vulgar  era. 

It  remains  only  to  compare  the  Egyptian  reckoning  of 
full  but  vague  years  underlying  the  xxv  nominal  cycles  of 
the  Old  Chronicle,  and  in  one  way  or  other  underlying  all 
the  six  purely  Egyptian  schemes  which  have  been  examined 
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in  this  work,  with  the  sum  of  fixed  Alexandrian  years  equal 
to  Julian  made  out  liy  Auianus. 

The  whole  sum  of  full  but  vague  years  underlying  the 
36,525  nominal  years  of  the  Chronicle  was  5844,  or  four 
Sothic  cycles,  equal  in  length  to  5840  fixed  Alexandrian  or 
Julian  or  Canicular  years,  beginning  with  July  20  in  the 
anticipated  and  uncorrected  Julian  year  b.C.  (1322  + 1460 
+ 1460+  1460  = )5702,  which  is  341  vague  years  before  the 
Egyptian  epoch  of  Cronus  or  Adam,  and  ending  with  July 
19  in  a.d.  139  of  the  vulgar  era.  To  have  agreed  then  not  in 
pretence  only  but  in  truth  with  the  Egyptian  chronology  of 
human  time,  Anianus  or  any  other  author  ought  to  have  had 
a reckoning  of  (5840  — 341  = )5499  fixed  Alexandrian  years 
from  Aug.  29  in  B.c.  (5702  — 341  =)  5361  to  Aug.  28  in 
A D.  139  of  the  vulgar  era,  or  of  5500  from  Aug.  29  in  b.c. 
5362,  since  the  Egyptians  cut  off  7 or  8 months  reckoned  by 
the  Hebrews  at  the  commencement  of  true  human  time  in 
order  to  make  time  begin  with  Thoth  1 of  their  own  movable 
year,  which  about  their  epoch  of  the  Creation  (b.c.  5362  and 
5361)  was  not  in  the  autumn  but  in  April.  It  is  certainly 
remarkable  that  5500  Canicular  or  anticipated  Julian  years, 
the  sum  made  by  several  Christian  writers,  and  by  means  of 
various  erroneous  reckonings,  to  the  Nativity,  should  have 
been  meanwhile  the  true  sum  underlying  the  Egyptian 
Chronicles,  though  ending  in  truth  not  at  the  time  of  the 
Nativity,  but  (according  to  the  vulgar  era)  138  years  later. 

Instead,  however,  of  5500  years  to  Aug.  29  in  a.d.  139, 
or  at  least  after  his  2nd  year  of  Antoninus  Pius,  or  (5500  — 
138  = ) 5362  to  Aug.  28  ending  his  43rd  year  of  Augustus, 
Anianus  made  5639  to  Aug.  28  ending  his  2nd  year  of  Anto- 
ninus and  5501  to  Aug.  28  ending  his  43rd  year  of  Augustus 
containing  the  Nativity.  So  according  to  Egyptian  tradi- 
tion at  least,  and  according  to  the  reckoning  of  Josephus  and 
the  Scriptures  as  harmonised  above  in  this  work,  he  made 
just  (5501  —5362  = ) 139  fixed  Alexandrian  years  too  many 
between  the  Creation  and  the  end  of  the  43rd  of  Augustus 
or  the  end  of  his  2nd  of  Antoninus  Pius ; though,  as  either 
below  or  above  this  epoch  the  dropped  8 years,  the  Coptic  and 
Abyssinian  Churches,  which  still  follow  his  reckoning,  exceed 
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upon  tlie  whole  not  by  139  but  only  by  131  years,  making 
that  year  of  theirs  which  commenced  with  their  Aug.  30  in 
a.d.  1859  to  be  a.m.  (5501  + 1850  = ) 7352.  But  according 
to  the  reckoning  of  the  Egyptian  Chronicles,  and  with  the  7 
or  8 months  cut  off  by  them  restored,  the  year  which  began 
with  Aug.  30  or  Sept.  1 in  a.d.  1859  is  the  year  of  the  world 
7221  now  current. 

The  true  reduction  of  the  nominal  and  mixed  years  of  the 
Chronicle,  of  which  Auianus  seems  to  have  had  no  idea,  was 
not  by  any  means  a simple  operation,  but  required  several 
distinct  processes.  First,  it  was  necessary  to  distinguish  and 
to  eject  and  put  down  to  their  true  place  the  (40  + 443  = ) 
483  full  but  vague  years  of  the  last  cycle  of  the  Chronicle 
which  in  it  were  thrown  up  above  Menes.  And  this  Ani- 
anus  has  certainly  done.  Then  there  were  the  34 1 full  but 
fictitious  or  cosmical  years  added  in  all  such  Egyptian 
schemes  as  were  cyclical  in  order  to  make  time  seem  to  have 
begun  from  the  Sothic  epoch  of  July  20  n.c.  5702:  and 
these  ought  to  have  been  simply  ejected  and  suppressed,  as 
we  find  them  to  be  in  those  of  the  Egyptian  schemes  (viz. 
that  preserved  by  Diogenes  Laertius  and  that  of  the  original 
Manetho)  which  were  not  cyclical.  But  Anianus  retains 
and  accounts  for  all  these  years,  reducing  59  of  them  as 
months  of  30  days  each,  and  reckoning  all  the  rest,  being  282 
in  number,  as  full  years.  Thirdly,  it  was  necessary  to  know 
not  only  that  the  great  bulk,  viz.  (30,681  +2922  = ) 33,603 
of  the  (36,525-483  = 36,042-341  = ) 35,701  years  of  the 
Chronicle  still  remaining  had  been  originally  months  of  30 
days,  12  of  which  (the  epagomencc  being  understood  to  go 
with  them)  made  one  full  vague  year,  but  also  that  in  the 
scheme  of  the  Chronicle  the  33,603  nominal  years  in  ques- 
tion had  ceased  to  be  months.  In  the  older  hieratic  scheme, 
indeed,  when  there  were  not  33,603  only,  but  35,064  of 
them,  nothing  was  needed  but  to  divide  by  12  in  order 
to  obtain  their  value  in  full  years.  But  after  1461,  or 
one  nominal  cycle  of  them,  had  been  suppressed  by  the 
author  of  the  Chronicle  in  order  to  make  room  for  the 
current  cycle  of  full  historical  years  which  had  been  growing 
since  the  Sothic  epoch  of  b.C.  1322,  without  Qlianging  the 
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number  of  xxv  cycles  previously  connected  with  the  idea  of 
an  uTroKaTaoTacns,  the  33,G03  nominal  years  still  retained  in 
the  Chronicle  represented  no  longer  only  one  month  each  of 
30  days  (irrespectively  of  the  cpagomentc)  but  one  month 
and  -Jjrd  of  a month.  And  to  reduce  them  to  full  vague 
years  the  simplest  method  would  have  been  to  restore  that 
portion,  viz.  jtjrd  of  the  33,G03  of  the  Chronicle,  or  -^th  of 
the  original  sum  of  35,064  of  the  older  hieratic  scheme,  by 
the  abstraction  of  which  the  33,603  had  ceased  to  be  really 
months.  For  if  one  adds  to  33,603  one  23rd  part,  viz.  1461, 
and  then  divides  (33,603  + 1461  =)  35,064  by  12,  the  quotient 
2922  is  the  true  value  of  the  33,603  nominal  years  of  the 
Chronicle.  And  these,  with  217  of  the  Demigods,  1881  of 
kings  from  Menes  to  the  flight  of  Nectancbo,  and  483  of  the 
Cycle  begun  in  b.c.  1322  which  were  still  to  run  out  after 
the  conquest  of  Ochus,  make  together  a sum  of  5503  full  but 
vague  years  ending  with  July  19  in  a.d.  139,  just  after  the 
1st  year  of  Antoninus  Pius.  The  next  step  is  to  reduce  these 
vague  years  to  terms  of  the  year  employed  by  the  reducer, 
which  for  us  has  been  the  anticipated  but  uncorrectcd  Julian, 
as  being  equivalent  to  the  Canicular  or  natural  year  of  the 
old  Egyptians.  For  Anianus  it  would  have  been  the  fixed 
Alexandrian  year.  And  in  either  case  there  would  be  4 
years  fewer  to  be  reckoned  in  fixed  than  in  vague  years,  viz. 
5499  instead  of  5503,  beginning  whether  with  July  20  or 
Aug.  29  in  B.C.  (5499—138  = ) 5361  of  the  anticipated  and 
uncorrectcd  Julian  year  B.C.  of  the  vulgar  era,  and  ending 
whether  with  July  19  or  Aug.  28  in  or  with  his  2nd  of  An- 
toninus Pius,  that  is,  in  a.d.  139  of  the  vulgar  era.  Lastly, 
since  the  original  reckoning  of  the  Egyptians  or  of  their  fore- 
fathers, and  that  of  Adam  himself,  could  not  be  supposed  to 
have  begun  exactly  with  the  first  day  of  the  movable  Egyp- 
tian Thoth,  any  more  than  it  could  be  supposed  to  have  begun 
exactly  from  the  year  of  a Sothic  epoch,  and  the  sacred 
Scriptures  and  the  Hebrew  and  Christian  tradition  began 
their  earlier  reckoning  not  from  April  but  from  September, 
and  made  7 or  8 months  more  at  the  head  of  human  time 
than  did  the  Egyptian  reckoning  expressed  in  terms  of  the 
movable  year  and  of  the  Sothic  Cycle,  which  began  with 
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April  26  in  B.C.  5361,  it  would  have  been  proper  to  restore 
and  prefix  these  7 or  8 months  cut  off  by  the  Egyptians. 
And  so,  by  these  processes,  the  36,525  mixed  and  nominal,  or 
5844  full  but  vague,  and  in  part  fictitious,  years  of  the 
Chronicle  would  have  been  reduced  legitimately,  and  would 
have  been  found  to  indicate  the  stun  of  5500  fixed  Alexan- 
drian years  ending  with  Aug.  28  in  a.d.  139  or  of  5362 
endinw  th  Aug.  28  in  a.d.  1 of  the  vulgar  era. 

The  extent  to  which  Anianus  exceeds  the  true  reckoning 
has  been  already  noticed  in  describing  his  sacred  chronology ; 
and  now  that  the  Egyptian  scheme  of  the  Chronicle,  on 
being  compared  with  his  reduction  of  it,  has  indicated  the 
number  of  139  years  as  needing  retrenchment  in  his  cliro- 
nography,  it  may  not  be  superfluous  to  repeat  the  items 
of  which  the  excess  noticed  in  his  sacred  scheme  was 
made  up.  First,  there  were  the  130  years  of  the  second 
Cainan,  reduced  by  compensation  to  110  by  a deficiency  of 
20  on  the  2262  years  before  the  Flood.  Then  2 improperly 
added  to  Joshua,  and  8 to  the  Elders  who  outlived  him, 
made  120:  and  8 too  many  given  to  Samuel,  reduced  to  6 
by  compensation  by  the  cutting  off  of  2 from  Jair,  increased 
the  excess  to  126.  The  4 surplus  years  of  the  kings  brought 
it  up  to  130.  And  lastly,  18  years  too  many  being  reckoned 
between  the  commencement  of  the  Captivity  and  the  last  or 
Median  accession  of  Cyrus,  and  only  half  of  these  being 
compensated  by  the  suppression  of  9 years  between  Arta- 
xerxes  Mncmon  and  Ochus  below,  the  total  excess  was 
shown  to  amount  to  139  years.  And  this  is  the  same 
number  by  which  the  Egyptian  reckoning  of  human  time 
really  underlying  the  Old  Chronicle  has  now  been  found 
to  fall  short  of  that  obtained  from  it  in  appearance  by 
Anianus  by  his  proffered  scheme  of  reduction. 
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A HARMONY  OF  SACKED  AND  EGYPTIAN  CHRONOLOGY'. 


• For  reckoning  in  fixed  Alexandrian  or  other  like  years  beginning  3 or  4 month?  earlier  than  these 
Tables,  from  the  Creation  itself,  add  one  unit  in  Col.  a.m.  Tor  every  event  later,  and  in  Col.  a.c.  for 
every  event  earlier  than  Aug.  29.  Also  note  that  the  letters  b.  and  c.  stand  for  " begin"  and  “ end  " 
within  the  year  a.m.  and  b.c.  with  which  they  are  connected. 


A.  M.  = B-  C. 

beginning  from 

Jan  1* 

SACRED  DISTORT. 

rr 

Han 
inova 
blr  jrr. 

EOTPTIAN  CHRONICLES. 

Brgina 

from 

1 

3361 

2nd  of  Adam  begins  in  Autumn. 

1 

342nd  of  Cycle  I.,  Dyn.  ll.ofCro- 

Apr.  26. 

( Hence  226!  to  end  of  Flood.) 

nus  (XIII  Oods  in  2922  years)  b. 

1120 

42(2 

161st  of  Jared  begin*  in  Sept. 

11*1 

1st  of  Cycle  11.  begins 

July  20. 

1662 

3700 

1st  of  Noah  (600  + 330\  b.  in  Sept. 

16  >3 

543rd  of  Cycle  11.  b. 

Fetx  7- 

2262 

3100 

600th  of  Noah  ends  In  Sept. 

2264 

1144th  of  Cycle  11.  b. 

Oct.  8 

[The  35,061  month*  of  the  Egyptians  are  divided  after 

(7,162,  equal  to  2263  movable  yea 

rs  and  6 

months,  or  2262  fixed  years,  which  end  at  Apr.  5 In  the  movable  a.m.  2264,  but  In  the  fixed  a.m. 

2263,  B.c. 

2999;  that  is,  they  end  half  a year  too  low,  because  they  began  also,  with  the  Egyptian 

movable  year  1,  half  a year  or  more  too  low.] 

2263 

3099 

1st  Arptmxad  (I36)beg!ns  in  the 

2265 

1145th  b. 

Oit.  a 

Spring  or  Summer. 

9398 

2964 

1st  SaUh  (130)  b.  In  Spring. 

2400 

1280th  b. 

Sept.  4. 

2-V2* 

2*34 

1st  F.ber  (134)  b. 

2530 

1410th  b. 

Aug.  2. 

2580 

2782 

63rd  Eber  b. 

2582 

1st  of  Cycle  III.  begins 

July  20. 

2662 

2700 

1st  Poleg  (130)  b.  in  Spring. 

2664 

83rd  b. 

June 3d 

2762 

2600 

101  st  Feleg  b.  in  Spring;  600th 

Shcm  ends  in  Sept. 

2764 

183rd  b. 

June  5. 

2792 

2670 

1st  Rou  (132)  b.  in  Spring. 

2794 

213th  b. 

May  28 

2921 

2441 

130th  Reu  b. 

2923 

112nd  of  Cycle  III.  (The  lad  7902 

Apr.  26 

month < end).  Dyn.  XVofviu 

Demigods  (217  years)  begins. 

*.21 

243* 

1st  Serug  (130)  b. 

2926 

345th  of  C)cle,  4th  of  Demigods. 

Apr.  25 

3054 

230* 

1st  Nahor  (79)  b. 

30  .’>6 

475th  of  Cycle,  31th  of  Demigods. 

Mar.  24. 

3133 

2229 

1st  Terah  (70)  b. 

3135 

•554tli  of  Cycle,  1 13th  of  Demigods. 

Mar.  4 

3130 

2224 

6th  Terah  b. 

3140 

659(h  of  Cycle  III,,  1st  of  Menrs  : 

Mar.  3. 

Dyn.  XVI,  vlli  Tanltes  (190)  b. 

3203 

2139 

1st  Abraham  (75+ 139  or  100)  b. 

320*. 

66th  of  Tanitcs. 

Feb.  15. 

3217 

2145 

15th  begins  About  the  season  of 

3219 

KOth  of  Tanltes.  1st  of  Dyn.X  Man. 

Feb.  II. 

Easter. 

Ill  Afr.  of  lx  Memphites  (214). 

3230 

2132 

2*th  of  Abraham  b. 

3232 

93rd  of  Tanltes.  1st  of  Dyn.  XII! 

Feb.  8. 

Man.  VI  Afr.  of  vl  Central 

Memphites  (181). 

323-5 

2127 

33rd  of  Abraham,  b. 

3237 

9«th  of  Tanltes.  1st  of  Dyn.  XIV 

Feb.  7. 

Msn.  XI  of  Afir.of  xvi  Dioij  o- 

lltes  (380?) 

327H 

2081 

76th  of  Abraham  b.  The  Call. 

3280 

Hist  of  Tanltes. 

Jan.  27. 

32*9 

2073 

87th  Abr.  1st  of  Ishmael  b.  in 

3291 

152nd  of  Tanltes  = 2nd  of  life  of 

Jan.  24 

Spring. 

l’apa  Maire  (100). 

3302 

2060 

100th  Abr.  b.  Sodom  destroyed. 

3304 

164th  of  Tanitcs. 

-l.lt.  21. 

3303 

2069 

1st  of  Isaac  (60)  b. 

3305 

J65th  of  Tanltes. 

Jan. 21. 
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3328 

2034 

26th  of  Isaac  begins  in  Spring. 

3330 

1st  of  Dyn.  XVII.  of  Iv  Mem- 
phite generations  (103).  Sa- 
houra(!7).  See  p.  312. 

Jan.  14. 

3345 

2017 

43rd. 

3347 

lit  of  Snefrou  (22). 

Jan.  10. 

3355 

2007 

53rd. 

3357 

9th  of  Snefrou.  [About  March  6 

Jan.  8. 

in  this  year,  the  Shepherds  of  Dyn.  XVII  of  Man. 
and  remain  259  years  10«.] 

XV  of  Afric.)  settle  in  the  Delta, 

33G3 

1999 

1st  of  Jacob  (121)  b. 

3365 

17th  of  Snefrou. 

Jan.  6. 

3367 

1995 

5th. 

3369 

1st  of  Papa  Malre  (21). 

Jan.  5. 

3374 

1988 

12th.  [Abraham  aged  175  died  in 
B.C.  1984] 

3376 

1st  of  Dyn.XVof  Man.  (XIlAfrlc.) 
viii  Dlospolites  (191). 

Jan.  3. 

3383 

1979 

21st  of  Jacob  b. 

3386 

804th  of  Cycle  111.  1 begin  both  in 

Jan.  1. 

3383 

1979 

21st  of  Jacob  is  current. 

3387 

805th  of  Cycle  III.  j same  fixed  yr. 

Dec.  31. 

3387 

1975 

25th. 

3390 

1 yr.  of  Meraure  begins. 

Dec.  30. 

3388 

1974 

26th. 

3391 

1st  of  Sesortasen  I.  (42)  b. 

Dec.  30. 1 

3430 

1932 

68th. 

3433 

1st  of  Dyn.  XXVII  of  the  Shep- 

Dec.  20. 

herds  after  taking  Memphis.  Also  1st  of  Dyn.  XI  of  Manetho  ( IV  Africanus),  of  Till 

tributary  Memphites  (with  178  yrs.).  and  of  Dyn.  XII  of  Manetho  ( V Afric.)  of  lx  '*  Ele- 

phantinites”  (Heliopolites)  with  183?  yrs. ; perhaps  the  23rd  yr.  of  the(xxxvi  in  Man., 

Ixxvi  In  Afric.  cxlili  + xix  = clxil  In  Papyr.) 

Nubian  and  Heracleopolite  commandant 

kings  of  Dyn.  XVI  or  Manetho. (XI V of  Afric.)  This  same  year  is  then  the  Nth  of  the 

Shepherd  Apachnas  who  reigned  (13+23=)  36  years,  and  the  1st  of  Amenemhe  II. 
who  reigned  In  the  Thebaid  23  years.] 

3453 

1909 

91st  of  Jacob  b. 

3456 

1st  of  Apophis(6l)and  1st  of  Sesor- 
tasen  11.  in  the  Thebaid  (I9)b. 

Dee.  14. 

3154 

1908 

92nd  Jac.  and  1st  of  Joseph  (110)  b. 

3457 

2nd  of  Apophis  b. 

Dec.  14. 

3471 

1891 

109th  Jacob  and  18th  of  Joseph,  b. 

3474 

1 8th  of  Apophis  b. 

Dec.  10. 

3473 

1889 

1 1 1th  Jacob  and  20th  of  Joseph  b 

3476 

20th  of  Apophis,  and  1st  of  Sesor- 
tasen  III.  (36)  b. 

Dec.  9. 

3481 

1881 

1 19th  Jacob  and  28th  of  Joseph  b. 
[Isaac  aged  180  dies  in  b.c.  1879.] 

3484 

28th  of  Apophis,  and  9th  of  Sesort. 
(aft.  Nubian  vict.  in  his  8th)  b 

Dec.  7. 

3484 

1878 

l22ndJac.and31st  of  Joseph,  thel  si 
yr.  of  Joseph’s  gorernment(80)  b 

3487 

31st  of  Apophis  (Jos.  now  viceroy), 
and  12th- of  Sesort asen  III.  In 
the  Thebaid  begin. 

Dec.  6. 

3493 

1869 

40th  Jos.  (131st  Jac.)  3rd  of  fam.b 

3498 

40th  of  Apophis  and  21st  of  Sesor- 

Dec.  4. 

tasen  III. 

who  now  becomes  the  vassal  of  Apophis. 

63rd  year  of  Dyn.  XI  of  Manetho, 

(IV  of  Afric.)  The  Great  Pyramid  of  Cheops  is  mow  building. 

3509 

1853 

56th  of  Joseph  (1 47th  Jacob)  b. 

3512 

56th  Apophis  ; 1st  Amenemhe  III. 
(43)  who  builds  the  Labyrinth  b 

Nor.  30. 

3515 

1847 

62nd. 

3518 

1st  of  J. mi  as  (50);  7th  Amen.lll.  b 

Nor.  29. 

3552 

1810 

S9lh. 

355* 

38th  Janias  ; 1st  Amen.  IV.  (H)b 

Nor.  20 

3560 

1802 

107th. 

3563 

46thJnnias;  1st  Sccmiophris  (4)b 

Nov.  18. 

3564 

1798 

1st  alter  death  of  Joseph  (144)  h. 

3567 

50th  Janias. 

Nor.  16. 

3565 

1797 

2nd. 

3568 

1st  of  Aseth  (50). 

Nov.  16 

3582 

1780 

19th.  [Pachon  1 = Solstice, July  10.] 

3575 

18th.  Calendar  and  seasons  agree. 

Nov.  12. 

3614 

1748 

51st.  [2nd  of  Apophis  II.  at  Avaris 

(5)  b.]. 

3617 

1st  of  Dyn.  XV  111  (34H)  Amosls. 
from  his  coronation  at  Memphis 
24.4m?  (technically  24)  b* 

Not.  4. 

3628 

1734 

65th  from  death  of  Joseph  and  1st 
of  Moses  (120)  b. 

3631 

15th  of  Amosls  b. 

Oct  31. 

3638 

1724 

11th  of  Moses  b. 

3641 

1st  of  Amenoph  I.  (13)  b. 

Oct.  29. 

3651 

1711 

24th. 

3651 

1st  Thothmesl.  Chebron  7.7"»(7)b 

Oct.  26 

3658 

1704 

31st. 

3661 

lit  of  Aahmes,  widow  of  Thoth- 

Oct.  24. 

me*  I.  a*  regent  for  Hatasu  and  Thothmeslll.  6.1m  ? + 16.8m  ? of  ilatasu  = 2l.9m 

The  (6)  yrs.  of  Aahmes  are  antedated  technically  by  1 lm. 

3 M 
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3664 

1698 

37th  of  Moses  begins  in  Spring. 

3067 

3668 

1694 

41.t  b.  Flight  of  Mold. 

3671 

3680 

1682 

53rd. 

3683 

3706 ; 

1656 

79th. 

3709 

3708 

1654 

81st  beg’ns.  The  Exodus,  Apr. 5. 

3711 

3732 

1630 

lOMh. 

2735 

3741 

1621 

114th 

3744 

3748 

1614 

1st  of  Joshua  (25)  b. 

3751 

3773 

1589 

1st  of  Elders  (10)  b. 

3776 

3778 

1584 

6th. 

.3781 

3783 

1579 

1st  of  Servitude  to  Chushan  (8)  b. 

37*6 

3794 

1568 

4th  of  Otlml.1  (40)  b. 

3797 

soircyrs. 

of  Amnn-Anchut;  or  3SA">.  Including  all. 

3825 

1537 

35th  of  Othniel  b. 

382* 

3831 

1531 

1st  of  Servitude  to  Eglon  (18)  b. 

3834 

3837 

1525 

7ih. 

3840 

3816 

1516 

IGth. 

.3819 

3819 

1513 

lit  of  F.hutl  and  Shamgar  (80)  b. 

3852 

3858 

1501 

10th. 

3861 

3871 

1491 

23rd. 

3874 

3875 

1487 

27lb. 

387  8 

3876 

I486 

1 28th. 

3879 

3929 

1433 

1 1st  of  Servitude  to  Jabin  (20)  b. 

3932 

3942 

1420 

i 14tb. 

3945 

3919 

| 1413 

{ 1st  of  Deborah  (40)  b. 

3952 

3962 

1400 

i 14th. 

3965 

EGYPTIAN  CHRONICLES. 


ltt  of  Hatasu  (Ramakar)  with 
Thothmes  I!.  16.8®?  (16). 

4th. 

I at  of  Thothmes  III.  alone  21. 9*. 

+ 12+12.9®  **47.6®.  (26)  b. 

1st  Amcnoph  II.  25.10®.  (26)  b. 
3rd. 

1st  of  Thothmes  IV.  9.8®.  (10)  b. 

. , . ....  f Metnnon(37)b 

1st  Amcnoph  III.  [go  ,0ro+6  jri/r 

8th. 

33rd. 

Ul  of  Chousan-Atin  15.3®?  (16)  b 
6th. 

1st  of  Horua  36.5®  (31  ? including 
> the  last  5 or  6 jrra  of  Chousan?)  b 
1st  of  Q.  Achenchre  12.1®.  (12)  b. 
7th. 

Ut  of  Rathotls  (9)  b. 

1st  of  Achenchres  I.  12.5®.  (12)  b. 
4th. 

1st  of  Achcnchres  II.  12.3®.  (13)  b 
1st  of  Armais  [IUmessouj4.1®(4)b 
1st  of  Rameies[Seti  I ] 1.4®.(1) b. 
1st  of  Arm  esses  Mlaramoui[  Raine- 
ses II.]  G6.2-.  (66)  b. 

54th. 

lit  of  Aroeno|.h  J 1 

8th. 


Btjrin* 

from 


Oct.  21. 
Oct.  18. 

Oct.  12 
Oct.  11. 
Oct.  5. 
Oct.  3. 
Oct.  1. 
Sept. 25. 
Sept. 24 
Sept.  23. 
Sept  .20 

Sept.  12. 
Sept.  1 1. 
Sept.  9 
Sept.  7 
Sept.  6. 
Sept.  4 
Sept.  1 
Aug.  31. 
Aug.  30. 

Aug.  17. 
Aug.  14. 
Aug.  12. 


V. 


3989 

1373 

1st  of  Servitude  to  Midian  (7)  b. 

3992 

including  Araon-Meses  and 
Siphthah)  b. 

29th. 

Aug.  2. 

3996 

1366 

1st  of  Gideon  (40)  b. 

3999 

35th. 

July  31. 

4021 

1341 

26th. 

4024 

1st  of  Amen-Necht  (20)  b. 

July  25. 

4036 

1326 

1st  of  Ablmelrch  (3)  b. 

4039 

16th. 

July  21. 

4039 

1323 

1st  of  Tola  (23)  b. 

4042 

19th. 

July  21. 

4010 

1322 

2nd. 

4043 

20th.  1st  of  Cycle  IV.  b. 

July  20. 

4011 

1321 

3rd. 

4044 

1st  Rameses  III.  (46).  See  p.  223. 

July  20. 

4062 

1300 

1st  of  lair  (22)  b. 

4065 

22nd. 

July  15. 

4094 

1278 

1st  of  Servitude  to  Ammon  (18)  b. 

4087 

44th. 

July  9. 

4087 

1275 

4th. 

4090 

1st  of  v sons  of  Rameses  III.  (52). 

July  9. 

4102 

1260 

1 st  of  Jephthah  (6)  b. 

4105 

See  p.  225. 
IGth. 

July  5. 

4109 

1254 

1st  of  Ibzan  (7)b. 

4111 

22nd. 

July  3. 

4115 

1247 

1st  of  Elon  (10)  b. 

4118 

29lh. 

July  2. 

4135 

1237 

1st  of  Abdon  (8)  b. 

4128 

39th. 

June  29. 

4133 

1229 

1st  of  Philistines  (40,  Including  2C 

4136 

47th. 

June  27. 

4139 

1223 

of  Samson )b.  [Assyrian  Empire 
7th  of  Philistines  b. 

begins  acc.  to  Herodotus  and  lasts  520  yrs/ 
j 4142  i 1st  of  Rameses  X.(l7,of  which  the 

June  26. 

4150 

1212 

first  7 conjointly  with  Raineses  IX.  Siphthah).  See  p.  2*/7. 
18th.  [Troy  acc.  to  Diccarchus  and  Manetho  iri  IIsXv^sv  r,  Ns/Aav.]  1 1th  b. 

June 23 
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Begins 

from 

4156 

1206 

24th  of  Phlliitinea  b. 

4159 

1st  of  Dyn.  XX  (228)  Rameses  XI. 
XII.  XIII.  in  iigenerat.  (49?) 

June2l . 

4173 

1189 

1st  of  Ell  (40)  b. 

(176 

18th. 

June  17. 

4205 

1157 

33rd. 

4208 

1st  of  IUmeset  XIV.  (34  ?)  b. 

June  9. 

4213 

1149 

1st  of  Ark  at  Kiriath-Jearim(20)b. 

4216 

9th. 

June  7. 

4230 

1132 

18th. 

4233 

26th.  [Ark  of  Chons  sent  to  Bakh- 

June  3. 

4233 

1129 

1st  of  Samuel  (32)  b. 

4236 

29th. 

June  2. 

4239 

1123 

7th. 

, 

4242 

1st  of  Kamesei  XV?  and  Her-Hor 
Si-amon,  Gener.  iv  (15?)  b. 

June  1 

4254 

1108 

22nd. 

4257 

Ut  of  Gen.  v.  Hcr-Hor  and  his 
son  Planch,  and  perhaps  a 
Rameses  (37?)  b. 

May  28. 

4265 

1097 

1st  of  Saul  (20+20=40)  b. 

4268 

12th. 

May  25. 

4285 

1077 

21  it.  or  1st  of  Saul  aloue( hence  490 
yrs.  to  the  Captivity)  b. 

4288 

32nd. 

May  20. 

4291 

1071 

27th. 

4294 

1st  yr.  of  3 more  gener.  of  descend- 

May  19. 

ants  of  Her-IIor,  vi*.  Pinetem  !.,  Ra-men-chepcr,  and  Pinetem  11.(93  yr*.?).  Sec  p.  238. 

4305 

1057 

1st  of  David  b. 

4308 

15th. 

May  15. 

4345 

1017 

1st  of  Solomon  b. 

4348 

55th. 

May  5. 

4348 

I0U 

4ih.  Temple  founded. 

4351 

58th. 

May  4. 

43-55 

1007 

11th.  Temple  completed. 

4358 

65(h. 

May  3. 

4384 

978 

40th. 

4387 

1st  of  Dyn.  XXI.vi  Tanite  Btibas 
tites  (121).  Shishonk  I.  (21 ) b. 

April  25. 

4385 

977 

lstRehoboam(17 

lstJeroboam(22). 

4388 

2nd. 

April  25. 

4402 

960 

1st  Abijah  (3)  b. 

18th. 

4405 

I8tb. 

April  21. 

4405 

0.17 

Ut  Am  (41)  b. 

21st. 

4408 

1st  of  Osorthon  (15)  b. 

Aprll20. 

4406 

956 

2nd. 

1st  Nadab  (2)  b. 

4409 

2nd. 

April  20. 

4407 

955 

3rd. 

1st  Baasha(24)b 

4410 

3rd. 

April  20. 

4419 

913 

15th  b.  In  3rd  m- 

spoils  offered.] 

4422 

15th. 

April  17. 

4430 

932 

26th. 

1st  Elah  (2)  b. 

4133 

47th  of  Dyn.  XXI  b.  See  p.  244. 

April  14 

4431 

931 

27th. 

1st  Omri  (12)  b. 

4434 

48th. 

April  14. 

4435 

927 

3 1 it. 

5th  b.  Samaria  fd 

4438 

52nd. 

April  13 

4442 

930 

38th. 

1st  Ahab  (22)  b. 

4445 

59th. 

April  11 

4446 

916 

l“Jc'hosaphai(25) 

4th  e.  and  5th  b. 

4449 

63rd. 

April  10. 

4164 

898 

19th. 

1st  Ahaziah  (2). 

4467 

81st. 

April  5. 

4166 

890 

21st. 

1st  Joram  (12). 

4469 

83rd. 

April  5. 

4470 

892 

25. 1st  Jehoram(8 

4th  e.  and  5th  b. 

4473 

67th. 

April  4. 

4477 

885 

1st  Ahaziah  (1)  b 

1 2th  [93rd  yr.J  b. 

4480 

94th. 

April  2. 

4478 

884 

1st  Athaliah  (6)  b. 

1st  Jehu  (28)  b. 

4481 

95th. 

April  2. 

4484 

878 

1st  Joash  (40)  b. 

7th. 

4487 

101st, 

Mar.  31. ' 

4505 

857 

22nd. 

28th. 

4508 

1 st  of  Dyn.  XXII  (48)  b.  Hi  Tanite 
generations.  See  p.  244. 

Mar.  26. 

4506 

856 

.'3rd. 

1st  Jehoahaz  (17) 

4509 

2nd. 

Mar.  26. 

4522 

840 

39th. 

1st  Jehoash  (16). 

4525 

18th. 

Mar.  22. 

4.' 24 

838 

lJfe'2  Amaxlah(29) 

3rd. 

4527 

20th. 

Mar.  21. 

4538 

824 

15th. 

IstJerobo.II  (41) 

4541 

34th. 

Mar.  18. 

4553 

809 

1 & 2 Uzziah(52). 

lGth. 

4556 

1st  of  Dyn.  XXIII  (19)  ii  Diospol. 
generat.  Osorchon  IV.  (9)  b. 

Mar.  14 

4562 

800 

10th. 

25th. 

4565 

1st  of  Psammis  (10)h.  Seep.  246- 

Mar.  12. 

4572 

790 

20th. 

35th. 

4575 

1st  of  Dyn.  XXIV  (44)  iii  Salte 
generations,  Petubast,  Zet, 
Bocchoris.  See  p.  246. 

Mar.  9. 

3 N 2 


Digitized  by  Google 


900  EGYPTIAN  CIIRONICLE8. 


A.M.  8 B.C. 

boftlnolna  from  SACRED  HISTORY. 

Jan.  I. 

F-ffyp- 

tuill 

mm»- 

Ul«*  jr. 

EGYPTIAN  CHRONICLES. 

4570 

783  27th  of  Ustiah  b 1st  of  Interregn. 

4582 

8th. 

(11  v r*. ) b. 

45*6 

776  34th  [Olymp.  1.  July  1.] 

45*9 

15th  of  Petubast  b. 

4590 

772  38th. 

Zechariah  6®. 

4593 

19th. 

4591 

771  39th.[Menahem!s 

Shalltim  1®.  Me- 

4594 

20th. 

vassal  to  Pul.] 

nuhem  lOyrs. 

4602 

760  60th. 

1st  Pekaiah  (2). 

4605 

31st. 

4604 

758  52nd. 

1st  Pekah  (20). 

4607 

33rd. 

4605 

757  1st  of  Jotham  (15.6®  ?)] 

4608 

34th. 

4609 

753  Mh.  [Home  founded  April  21]. 

4612 

38th.  . 

4615 

747  1 1th.  [Era  of  Nabonassar]. 

4618 

44th. 

4616 

746  12th. 

!3lh. 

4619 

lit  of  Dyn.  XXV  (tt)  lii  Elhlo. 

pian  generations.  See  p.  580. 

4621 

741  1st  Ahax(l5.G»?)  l8th[TiglathPil.j 

4624 

6th  of  Sabaco  (18). 

4624 

1st  Interregnum 

4627 

8th. 

738  j«h. 

(9  yrs.  imperf.) 

4634 

728  Hth. 

2nd  liusea  (9)  b. 

4637 

1st  of  Scvechus  (14). 

4636 

726  1st  Hexekiah(29). 

5th. 

4639 

3rd.  [In 5th  Hoseav.  Salmanexer.] 

4641 

721  6th  b. 

Samaria  taken 

4644 

8th. 

(after  256  yrs). 

4648 

714  1 Hth. 

5651 

1st  of  Tirhakah  (124-19  = 31  ?). 

4649 

713  14th.  Sickness  of  Hezeklah. 

5652 

2nd. 

5663 

13th.  lit  of  Dyn.  XXVI  (177).  vii 

Saite  generations.  See  p.  584. 

! 4665 

097  1 1st  of  Manasseh  (55)  b. 

5668 

1 8lh  6th  of  Kasto  inThebaid(  19?) 

4679 

683  | IMh. 

5682 

1st  of  Ammerlsand  Piankh  (20?). 

4699 

GG3  1 35th. 

5702 

1st  Psammitichus  1.  (54). 

4720 

642  j 1st  of  Amou  (2)  b. 

4723 

22nd. 

4724 

640  1st  of  Josiah  (31)  b. 

4725 

24lh. 

4753 

609  I 31st  e.  Jehoahax  3®.  104  to  Oct.  16? 

5756 

1st  of  Necho  (15). 

Jehoiakim  11  [10.5®  ?] 

4756 

606  | 3rd  e.  [Nineveh  taken.  From  Sept 

1 in 

his  yr.  to  about  July  23,  a.o.  637,  are 

Dcftta* 

frtim 


Mar.  8 

Mar.  6.1 
Mar.  5. 
Mar.  ft. 

Mar.  3. 
Mar.  l.| 
Mar.  1. 
Feb.  28 
Feb.  26. 
Feb.  26. j 

Feb.  25. 
Feb.  24. 
Feb.  22.  | 
Feb.  21. 
Feb.  20. 

j Feb.  18.' 
| Feb.  18. 

I Feb.  15 

Feb.  17. 
Feb.  11.] 
Feb.  6. 
Jan.  31. 
Jan.  3! 
Jan.  23.! 

Jan.  22 


1260  years  of  360  day*  each,  i.e.  perhaps  from  the  first  association  of  Nebuchadnezzar. 


4757 

605 

4th  e.  70  yrs.of  Daniel’s  Captivity  b. 

1st  of  Nebuch.  in  Syria  (44).  Carchemish 

Jan.  22. 

4758 

604 

5th  e.  1st  of  Nebuchadnezzar  from  death  o 

f his  father.  Canon  Astron.  (43)  b. 

Jan.  22 

4764 

598 

Jeconias  3®.  1st  Zedektah  ( 1 1 ) b. 

4767 

12th. 

Jan.  20. 

4768 

694 

5th  b.on  5th  of4th  month,  June  21. 

4771 

1st  of  Psammitichus  II.  (6). 

Jan.  19. 

4774 

588 

Ulh  b.  June  21. 

4777 

1st  of  Apries  (19). 

Jan.  18. 

4775 

587 

1 1th  e.  490  yrs.  of  neglect  end,  and  70  yrs.  of  captivity  and  desotatiun  b.]  2nd. 

Jan.  18. 

1 4780 

582 

In  5th  after  burning  of  the  Temple  Nebuch.  besiege*  Tyre  13  yrs.)  7th. 

Jan.  16 

4792 

570 

Tyre  taken  after  13  yrs. 

4795 

19th.  [Nebuch.  conquers  Egypt.] 

Jan.  13. 

4793 

569 

19th  of  Captivity  b. 

4796 

1st  of  Amasis  (44). 

Jan.  13.; 

4801 

561 

27th.  1st  of  F.vil  Merodach  (2)  b. 
Jeconias  has  already  begun. 

On  27th  of  11th  month  (Adar)  37th  of 

Jan.  11. 

4803 

559 

29th.  1st  of  Nerigllssar  (4).  Istol 
Cyrus  in  Persia  (31). 

4086 

11th. 

Jan.  11 

4807 

555 

33rd.  1st  ofNabonadius  (17).  Ml 
of  Cyrus. 

4810 

15th. 

Jan.  lO.j 

4815 

547 

41st.  Sardis  taken  by  Cyrus. 

4818 

23rd. 

Jan.  8.] 

4824 

538 

50th.  1st  of  Cyrus  and  Darius  at 
Babylon  (3). 

4827 

32nd. 

Jan.  5. 

4827 

635 

53rd.  1st  of  Cyrus  alone  (6)  b. 
Daniel’s  70  yrs.  end. 

4830 

35th. 

Jan.  9.i 

4833 

529 

59th.  1st  of  Cambyses  (8)  b. 

4836 

41st.  [byse*  (4). 

Jan.  3. 

4837 

525 

63rd.  5th  of  Cambyses  b. 

4840 

1st  of  Dyn.  XXVIII  (124).  Cam- 

Jan.  2. 
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EGYPTIAN  CHRONICLES. 

Begin* 

from 

4841 

521 

67th  of  Captivity  and  desolation  b 

4844 

1st  of  Darius  Hyst.  (36). 

Jan.  1. 

4843 

519 

69th  b. 

4846 

3rd.  804th  of  Cycle  1 V.  > both  b.  in 

Jan.  1. 

4813 

519 

69th  b. 

4847 

4th.  805th  of  Cycle  IV./  1 fixed  yr 

Dec.  31. 

4814 

518 

70th  b. 

4848 

5th. 

Dec.  31. 

4845 

517 

70th  ends  Nisan  1. 

4849 

6th. 

Dec. 31. 

4876 

486 

102nd  fr.d.  of  Seraiah  (484)  b.  Sept 

4880 

1st  of  Xerxes  (21)  b. 

Dec.  23. 

4897 

465 

123rd. 

4901 

1st  of  Artaxerxes  Long.  (41)  b. 

Dec.  18. 

4904 

458 

130th.  Ezra  sent  In7thArt.Nisan  1. 

4908 

8th. 

Dec.  16. 

4917 

445 

143rd.  Nehe.  ( 1 2)  in  20th . A rt.  Nis 

4921 

21st. 

Dec.  13. 

4929 

433 

155th.  Neheraiah  returns  in  32nd 

4933 

33rd. 

Dec.  10. 

4938 

424 

164th.  41st  Art.  c.  & 1st  Nothus  b. 

4942 

1st  of  Darius  Nothus  (19)  b. 

Dec.  8. 

4948 

414 

174th.  10th  Nothus  c. 

4952 

1 1th.  (1st  of  Arayrtvus  ? (6)  ] b. 

Dec  5 

4954 

408 

180(h.  16th  Nothus  e. 

4958 

17th  [lit of  Piuilrl, ? (4?)]b. 

Dec.  4. 

4957 

405 

183rd.  19th  e.  and  1st  Art.  (46)  b 

4961 

1st  of  Artaxerxes  Mnem.  (3)  b. 

Dec.  3. 

4960 

402 

186th.  3rd  Artax.  e.  [In  B.c.  398 
Ctesias  ends  ITi 

4964 

lit  or  Dyn..\XIX(39)  UiTanlte 
generations.  Nepherites  (6)  b. 

Dec.  2. 

4963 

399 

189th  6th  Artax.  e. 

4967 

4th.  [Plato  aged  30  in  Egypt  ?] 

Dec.  2 

4966 

396 

192nd.  9th  Artax.  e. 

4970 

1st  of  Hakoris  (13)  b. 

Dec.  1. 

4979 

383 

205th.  22nd  Artax.  e. 

4983 

1st  of  Psammourhis  (2  imp.?)  b. 

Nov.  28 

4980 

382 

206th.  23rd  Artax.  e. 

4984 

1st  of  Nepherites  II.  4«*.  (1)  b. 

Nov. 27. 

4981 

381 

207th.  24th  Artax.  e. 

4985 

1st  of  NectaTneho  I.  (IS)  b. 

Nov.  27. 

4999 

363 

225th.  42nd  Arte. [b.c. 365,4 1st  Art 
and  1st  Ochus  (26)  b.  Nov.  23.] 

5003 

1st  Dyn.  XXX  (18),  i Tanitegen. 
Nectane.  11.(18,  incl.  2 of  Teos. 

Nov.  23 

5001 

361 

227th.  [Agesilaus  called  in  by  Teos 

against  Persia,  supports  Nectanebo.]  2ndb 

Nov  22. 

5003 

359 

229th.46lhe.  1st  of  Ochus  sole(20)b. 

5007 

Sth. 

Noe.  11 

5006 

356 

232nd.  [Ol.  106  Alexander  the 
Great  born  in  July.] 

1010 

8th. 

Nov. 21. 

5017 

345 

243rd.  20th  of  Ochus  from  his 
association  ends,  21st  b. 

5021 

1st  of  Ochus  In  Egypt  (6)  b. 

Noe.  18. 

5023 

339 

249th.  26th  Ochus  e.  1st  Arses  b. 

5027 

1st  of  Arses  (3)  b. 

Nov.  17 

5026 

336 

255th.  Maced,  acc.  of  Alex.  (12). 

5030 

1st  of  Darius  Codom.  (6)  b. 

Nov.  16. 

5028 

334 

254th.  3rd  Alex,  passage  into  Asia. 

5032 

3rd.  Diodorus  reckons  to  this  yr. 

Nov.  IS 

5030 

332 

256th.  5th  Alex.  b. 

5034 

5th.  Egypt,  accession  of  Alex. 

Nov.  15. 

5031 

331 

257th.  6th  Alex.  b. 

5035 

i 

6lh.[It§  beginning  is  marked  as  an 
epoch  by  Manctho.] 

Nov.  15. 

5032 

330 

258th.  7th  Alex.  b. 

[The  High  Priest  Jaddua  d.  263 

6936  ! 1st  of  Cosmocracy  of  Alex.  (6)  b. 
yrs.  from  d.  of  Seraiah  in  b.c.  587.  Hence 

Nov.  14. 

5038 

324 

•re  151  [152]  yr,.  tod.  of  Onlai] 

5042 

1st  of  Philip  Aridafus  (7)  b. 

Nov.n. 

6045 

317 

8th  from  d.  of  Jaddua  and  Alex.  b. 

5049 

1st  of  Alex.  A£gus  (12)  h. 

Noe.  11. 

5050 

312 

13th  b.  Era  Seleucid.  And  1st  of 
Seleucus  Nlcator  (32)  b.  Not.  10. 

5054 

6th. 

Noe.  10. 

5057 

305 

20tb  fr.  d.  of  Jaddua  b.  In  winter. 

5061 

1st  of  Ptol.  Lagi  as  king  (20  or  22) 
b.  (Date  of  the  Old  Chronicle.) 

Nor.  8. 

5073 

289 

36th  b. 

5077 

17th  b.  Dicoearchus  is  still  living. 

Nov.  4. 

5077 

285 

40th  b. 

5081 

1st  of  Ptol.  Philadelph.(38or36)  b. 

Nov.  3 

5052 

280 

45th.  tat  of  Aot.  Sot.(  19)b.  to  Jan. 

5086 

6th.  [Berosus  now  writes?] 

Nov.  2. 

5087 

275 

50th  b. 

5091 

Uth.  Pachons  l=Solstlce,June29. 

Nov,  1. 

5094 

268 

57th  b. 

5098 

18th.  Manetho  now  writes  ? 

Oct.  30. 

5098  , 

264 

6lit.  [1st  Punic  war  29  yr*.  b.] 

5102 

22nd. 

Oct.  29 

5101 

261 

64th.  1st  of  Antioch.  3ii<(15)  b. 
from  Jan. 

5105 

25th. 

OcL  28. 

5115 

247 

78th  fr.  d.  of  Jaddua  b.  in  winter. 

5119 

1st  of  Ptol.  Euergetes  (25)  b. 

Oct.  25. 
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Bogin* 

(Toni 

51 16 

246 

79th.  [1st  of  Selene.  Callinic.  (20) 
b.  from  Jan.] 

5120 

2nd  of  Ptol.  Euerg.  b. 

Oct  24. 

5122 

240 

85th  from  d.  of  Jaddua  b. 

5126 

8th.  On  d.  of  Zenodotus  Erato- 
sthenes, aged  35,  is  made  Li- 
brarian. He  died  aged  80  or  82 

Oct.  23. 

5136 

226 

99th. [1st  Selcuc  Cor.(3)b.  in  Aug.] 

5140 

22nd  b. 

Oct  19 

5139 

223 

102nd.  [1st  of  Antlochus  the  Great 
(36)  b.  from  Aug  ] 

5143 

25th  b. 

Oct.  19. 

5146 

222 

103rd. 

5144 

1st  of  Ptol.  PhilopaL  (17)  b. 

Oct.  18. 

5143 

219 

l06th.[Saguntum  tak.2d  Pun.  war] 

5147 

4th. 

Oct.  18. 

5157 

205 

120th. 

5161 

1st  of  Ptol.  Kpiphan.  (24)  b. 

Oct.  19. 

5160 

202 

123rd.  [Zama.  Peace  in  B.c.  201 
after  17  years.] 

5164 

4th. 

Oct.  13. 

5162 

200 

125th.  [War  with  Philip.  U It 
ended  in  B.o.  197.] 

5166 

6th. 

Oct  13. 

5168 

191 

I3lat. 

5172 

12th.  Apollonius  Rhod.  succeeds 
Eratosthenes  at  Librarian 

Oct.  11. 

5170 

192 

133rd.  [Antioch,  winters  In  Greece 

. Wa 

ended  in  b.c.  188.] 

Oct  11. 

5175 

187 

138th.  [Seleuc.  Pbilop.(l2)b.  Oct. 

5179 

19tb. 

Oct.  10. 

5181 

181 

144th. 

5185 

1st  of  Ptol.  Philomet.  (35)  b. 

Oct.  8. 

5187 

176 

150th.  [Ant.  Epipta.  (11)  b.  Aug.] 

5191 

7 th. 

Oct.  7. 

5190 

172 

152nd  ends.  (263+152  « 415  from 
of  Ouias  at  Antioch  in  winter  o 

l.  of  Scraiah  in  Autumn  of  b.c.  587  to  d. 
u.c.  172] 

Oct  6. 

5191 

171 

154th. [Ant. routs  Kgy.on  frontier.) 

5195 

Uth. 

Oct.  5. 

5192 

170 

155th.  [2nd  Egyp.  campaign.  Temple  spoiled  bj  Antlochus.] 

Oct.  5. 

5194 

168 

157th.  [Pydna  June  22.  Popiliua  in  Kgy 
pie  about  the  end  of  December.] 

pt.  Antlochus  pollutes  the  Tern- 

Oct.  5. 

S19G 

166 

159th.  Judas  Macc.  (6)  succeeds 
Mattathias. 

5200 

16th. 

Oct  4. 

5197 

165 

160th.  Tern,  cleansed,  end  of  Dec. 

5201 

17th. 

Oct  4. 

519# 

164 

161st.  [1st  of  Antioch.  Eupat.  (2) 
b.  from  Dec.] 

5202 

18th. 

Oct.  4. 

5200 

162 

163rd.  Pact  of  Judas  with  Ant.  aud  Lysias  In  A.s.  Hence  Asmoneans  126 
years.  [1st  of  Demetrius  Soter  (12)  b.  from  November.] 

Oct.  3. 

5201 

161 

164th.  1 st  of  Jonathan  ( 19),  if  antedated. 

or  else  in  the  following  Spring.] 

Oct  3. 

5212 

150 

175th.  12th  of  Jon.  [Alex.  Bala  (5) 
from  Aug.] 

5216 

32nd.  Ouias  builds  his  Temple. 

Sept.  30. 

5214 

148 

177th.  14th  of  Jon.[Demetr.Nicat. 
comes  from  Crete.] 

5218 

34th. 

Sept  30. 

5216 

146 

179th.  16th  of  Jon. 

5220 

1st  of  Ptol.  Euerg.  11.  (29)  b. 

Sept.  29. 

5218 

144 

181it.  18th  of  Jon. 

5222 

3rd.  Apollodorus  of  Athens  ends 
his 

Sept  29. 

5220 

142 

183rd.  1st  of  Simon  (8)  b. 

5224 

5th. 

Sept  28. 

5224 

138 

187th.  5th  [Demetr.  NIc.  a captive  in  Nor.  Antioch.  Sidetes  (9)  from  b.c.  137.] 

Sept.  27. 

5228 

134 

191st.  1st  of  J.  Hyrcauus  (31)  b.  [/ 
canus,  Ol.  161,  /S'.] 

int.  Sit 

. wars  on  Jerusalem  in  1st  of  Hyr- 

Sept.  26. 

5234 

128 

197  th.  7th  of  John  Hyrc.b.[Demct. 
Nic.  again  (4)  b.  from  Feb.] 

5238 

19th. 

Sept.  25. 

6235 

127 

198th.  [Hipparchus  observes,  Paoi 
from  E.  Nab.  Feb.  26  in  b.c.  74 
Sothic  Epoch  July  20  a.d.  139,  a 

1 17— J 
7.  He 
nd  to 

uly  7,  620  Egyp.  yrs.  and  286  days 
nee  78  days  and  265  Egyp.  yrs.  to 
Observations  of  Ptolemy.] 

Sept.  25. 

5237 

125 

200th.  10th.  [A.  Gryp.  (11)  b.Aug. 

5241 

Mod. 

Sept.  24. 
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Brgin* 

from. 

5239 

123 

202nd.  12th  of  John  Hjt.  b.  [Ant. 

5243 

24th  of  Ptol.  Euerg.  11.  b. 

Sept.  24. 

Gryp.  (II)  from  Not.] 

5245 

117 

208th.  18th  of  John  Iljrr. 

5249 

1st  of  Ptol.  Soter  11.  (36)  b. 

Sept.  22. 

5250 

112 

213th.  22nd.[Ant.Cyztc.alonel  yr.] 

5254 

6th. 

Sept.  21. 

5251 

111 

214th.  23rd.  [Ant.  Gryp.  and  Cyz. 

5255 

7th. 

SepL  21. 

jointly  (15).] 

5259 

103 

263+221=184  yr«.  end.  1st  of  Arts 

5263 

15th. 

Sept.  19. 

tobulus  as  king  b.  in  Autumn. 

6260 

102 

1st  of  Janncus  Alex.  (27)  b. 

5264 

16th.  Manetho  of  Mendes,  l.e. 

SepL  18. 

Ptolemy,  writes  ? 

5266 

95 

7lh.  [Ant.  Cyzic.  alone  (1)  b.] 

5270 

22nd. 

Sep*.  17. 

5267 

95 

8th.  [Ant.  Euseb.  and  Philippus.] 

5271 

23rd. 

Sept.  17. 

5279 

83 

20th.  [1st  of  Tigranea(U)  b.] 

5283 

35th. 

Sept.  1 1. 

6281 

8. 

22nd. 

5285 

1st  of  Ptol.  Dionysus  (29)  b. 

Sept.  13. 

5287 

75 

1st  of  Alexandra  (9)  b. 

8291 

7th. 

Sept.  12. 

5*93 

G9 

7th. [1  it  of  Ant  Asiat.(4)toB.c.65  b.] 

5297 

13th. 

Sept.  10. 

5296 

66 

lit  of  Arbtobulus  (3.  3"'.)  b. 

5300 

16th. 

Sept.  9. 

5299 

63 

1st  Hyrcanus  (Potnpey)  24  impcrf. 

5303 

19th. 

Sept.  9. 

5300 

62 

2nd.  [Pompey  settles  Syria.] 

5304 

20th. 

Sept.  8. 

5304 

58 

6th. 

6308 

21th.  Diodorus  Sic.  in  Egypt. 

Sept.  7. 

5310 

52 

12th. 

5314 

1st  of  Cleopatra  (22)  b. 

Sept.  6 

5313 

49 

)5th.  [Era  of  Liberty  at  Antioch,  and  1st 

/ Julius  Cssar  there  (5)  b.  Oct.  1.] 

Sept.  5. 

5314 

48 

16th.  PharsallaJiinelst Jul.C.(5) b 

5318 

5th. 

Sept.  6. 

5317 

45 

19th.  [Istof  reformed  Jul.Calcnd.] 

5321 

8th. 

Sept.  4. 

5319 

43 

21st.  [1st  of  Augustus  (56),  or  2nd 

5323 

10th. 

Sept.  4. 

(67,  or  57.5.4),  b.  Aug.  19.) 

5322 

40 

24th  h.  Herod  in  Autumn  made  king  at  Rome  (36  Impcrf.)  Antigonus  (3. 3m.) 

Sept.  3. 

5325 

37 

126th  of  Asmoneans  ends,  llerod  and  Sosius  take  Jerusalem  in  Autumn. 

Sept.  2. 

Hence  Herod  reigns  33  years  imperfect 

5326 

36 

127th  year  ends.  Antigonus  slain  in  this  Summer  by  order  of  Antony.] 

Sept.  2. 

5332 

30 

1 1th  of  Herod  b.  late. 

j 5336 

1 1st  of  Augustus  In  Egypt.  (43)  b. 

Aug.  31. 

5336 

26 

13th  b. 

5340 

5th.  1st  fixed  Alexandrian  yr.  b. 

Aug.  30. 

5357 

6 

36th  b.  Nativity,  Dec.  25. 

j 6361 

26th  b. 

Aug.  25 

5358 

4 

Herod  dies  after  the  passovor.  1st  of  Arcbelaus  (9,  or  10  Imperf.)  b. 

Aug.  25. 

5359 

3 

Nativity  '*  in  42nd  of  Augustus"  according  to  Africanus.] 

Aug.  25. 

5360 

2 

Nativity  " in  42nd  of  Augustus" 

| 5364 

| 29th  b. 

Aug.  21. 

(56.6m.  or  56)  after  a.  abr.  2015  according  to  Eusebius,  who  drops  1 year.] 

5361 

1 

43rd  or  44th  Augustus  b.  Nativity  in  43rd  arc.  to  Anianus  (in  his  a.m.  5501 ) 

Aug.  24. 

virtually  arc.  to  Par.odorus  (In  his  a 

M.  5493)  and  ncc.  to  Synct-llus  (in 

his  a.m.  5501)  distinctly  in  agreement  with  the  vulgar  era.  For  Syncel- 

lus  the  Incarnation  is  at  the  end  of  his  a.m.  5500,  March  25,  o.c.  1. 

AM. 

= A-D. 

5367 

6 

49th  b.  Judo* a reduced  to  a pro 

I 5371 

36th  at  Alex.  b.  Aug.  29. 

Aug.  22. 

vine*  in  37th  from  Actium. 

5372 

11 

1 54th.  1st  of  Tiberius,  as  associated  in  th 

Imperial  provinces  (25)  b. 

Aug.  21. 

5375 

14 

1st  Tiberius  (22.6.26)  fr.  Aug.  19. 

5379 

| 1st  of  Tib.  (2nd  for  Panodor.)  b. 

Aug.  21. 

5380 

19 

6th. 

5384 

6th.  (Germanlcus  in  Egypt.) 

Aug.  19. 

5386 

26 

13th  or  16th  b.  [From  March  24 

B.c.  458  in  7th  Artax.  483  yrs.  of  365]  days 

| Aug.  18. 

eud  March  24,  but  490  yrs.  of 

W0  days  each  end  Feb.  6 in  this  yr.  a.».  26. 

5386 

26 

434  yrs.  = 62  weeks  fr.  B.c.  409  e. 

5390 

13th  begins  in  Eg.  fr.  Aug.  18  ? 

Aug.  18. 

5389 

28 

15th  b.  from  Aug.  19. 

15th  b. 

Aug.  17. 

5390 

29 

16th  b.  from  Aug  19.  Consulshi 

p of  th 

two  Gemini. 

Aug.  17- 

3 M 4 
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5391 

30 

17th.  Crucifixion  in  16th  of  Tib. 

To  it, 

from  autumn  of  b.c.  458,  the  7th 

Aug.  17. 

of  Artaxcrxes,  are  in  years  of  365$  day 

s 69$  weeks. 

5397 

36 

22nd.  Conversion  of  St.  Paul, 

5401 

AUg.  15. 

Jan.  25. 

5398 

37 

lit  Caligula  (3.10.8)  fr.  March 23 

5402 

Tetrarchies  of  Philip  and  Lysanias 

Aug.  15. 

given  to  Agrippa  by  Calig.  (7)  b 

5400 

39 

3rd.  Herod  Antipai,  in  his  43rd  year,  bat 

ished,  and  his  dominions  given  to 

Aug.  14. 

Agrippa  who  died  in  a.d.  44. 

5401 

40 

4th.  Baptism  of  Cornelius.  Hence  23  years  of  St.  Peter  for  the  Italians,  from 

Aug.  14. 

Jan.  18  ? or  later  ? In  a.d.  40  to  June  29  in  a.d.  65. 

MM 

41 

1st  Claudius  (13.8.18)  fr.  Jan.  24. 

5406 

Agrippa  made  king  of  Judsea  (3). 

Aug.  14. 

5409 

48 

8th.  Agrippa  jun.  in  Galilee  (35  ?)  b.  Nov.?) 

Aug.  12. 

5414 

53 

13th.  In  Feb.  Agrtppa  gets  alio  the  Tetrarchy  of  Philip,  Abil.  and  Trach. 

Aug.  II, 

5415 

54 

1st  Nero  (13.7.28)  b.  from  Oct.  12. 

5419 

Aug.  11. 

54'45 

64 

Ilth.  Fire  at  Rome,  July  19. 

5429 

Aug.  8. 

5426 

65 

12th.  SS.  Peter  and  Paul  MM. 

5430 

Aug.  8. 

June  29. 

5427 

GG 

13tl).  Jewish  war  b„  Cestius  Galli 

is  defeated  In  12th  of  Nero,  Vespasian 

Aug.  8. 

sent  from  Achain. 

5429 

68 

14th.  Nero  dies,  June  9.  Galba, 

5433 

Aug.  J. 

(7m  Gd) 

5430 

69 

GallM  ilain,  Jun.  15,  Olho  3™  25 

V it  ell 

us  llm  aod.  (or  8m  54)  to  Dec.  22. 

Aug.  7. 

Vespasian  from  July  1 (19  years  all  but  7 days) 

5431 

70 

2nd.  Titus  burns  the  Temple. 

5435 

Aug.  7. 

5435 

74 

Oncion  in  Egypt  closed,  243  years  from  jt 

ight  of  Onias  in  B.c.  170? 

Aug.  6. 

5440 

79 

1st  Titus  (2.2.22)  from  June  23. 

5444 

[Plutarch  fl.  about  a.d.  93.] 

Aug.  6. 

5434 

93 

lath  Domltlan  (15.0.5)  fr.  Sept.  13. 

5458 

Josephus  aged  56  ends  his  Antiq. 

Aug.  4. 

6457 

96 

1st  Nerva  (1.4.8)  from  Sept.  18. 

5461 

Justus’  Hist,  e.with  d.  of  Agrippa? 

July  31. 

MM 

9S 

1st  Trajan  (19.6.15)  from  Jan.  26. 

5463 

July  31. 

5 4 S3 

121 

8th  Hadrian  (20.11.0)  fr.  Jau.  26. 

5489 

Philo  Rybllus  now  aged  78. 

July  24 

5491 

130 

14th.  lu  this  year,  Nov.  20, 

5495 

Athyr  24,  Hadrian  was  at  Thebes. 

July  23. 

5493 

132 

16th.  Jewish  war  begins,  and  ends  in  a.d 

. 135. 

July  22 

5499 

138 

1st  Antonin.  Pius  (22.7.26),  fr.  July  10  to  March  7,  a.d.  161. [in  Can.  23]  2nd  b. 

July  21. 

5500 

139 

2nd  begins  July  10. 

5503 

3rd  in  Egypt  b.  at  Sothlc  epoch. 

July  20. 

5840 

Janie,  or  antic.  Jul.  years  from  July  20  b.c.  5702  = 5844  vague  Egyptian  years 

(or  IV  Sothlc  Cycle*)  ending  July  20  a.d.  139. 

5500 

139 

2nd  of  Antoninus  P.  from  July  10. 

5504 

3rd  begins  from  July  20.  Claudius 

July  20. 

Ptolemy  takes  an  observation  in  3rd  year  of  Antoninus  (which  began  at 

Alexandria,  July  20),  Sept.  26. 

He  lived  to  the  reign  of  Marc.  Aurel. 

5508 

147 

10th.  July  20  in  this  year  his  18th  of  Anton.  P.  terms  the  cyclical  epoch  for 

July  18 

Amanus  owing  to  his  omission  of  8 years.  Probably  he,  like  Sync.,  had 

onlv  (22+3  + 13+ 13+9+2+ 12+1  = ) 75yrs.  instead  of  83.5m.  between  tho 

accessions  of  Tiberius  and  Trajan,  the  last  being  only  In  his  a.d.  90  in- 

stead  of  A.D.  98. 

5512 

151 

Ilth.  Juttln  SI.  Apol.  1,  IhOjrri.  fr.  Natlr.  (15+14+121=Dcc.  26  l.D.  151.) 

5522 

161 

1st  of  Marc.  Aurel.  (19.0.11)  b.  March  7. 

5534 

173 

13th. 

Tutian  fl. 

5541 

180 

1st  of  Commodus  (12.9.15)  b.  March  17. 

S.  Thcophilus  6th  Bp.  of  Antioch 

writes  Ad  Antolycutn.  Chryicros  ends  his  Chronicle. 

13th.  Euseb.  Arm.  rightly  has  a. 

ADR.  “ 

2208=13  Cotnmodi.”  b.  Oct.  1. 

Pert inax (2«.  28d.) fr. Jnn.l ; Did. Julian.  (2m.5d.);  Severn*  (17.8.4.) fr. June  1. 

After  death  of  the  emperor  Commodus 

Clement  Al.  writes. 
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5568 

207 

15th  of  Severus. 

Tertullian  adv.  Marc  ion. 

5572 

211 

1st  of  Caracal  la  (6.2.4.)  b.  Feb.  4. 

5578 

217 

Macrimu  (1.1.28.)  b.  Apr.  11. 

2nd 

5579 

218 

1st  of  Elagabalus  (3.7.24)  b.  June  8. 

5582 

221 

4th.  Africanus  ends  his  Chronograph jr  at  01.250. 

5583 

222 

1st  of  Alex.  Severus  13.0.9.  b.  March  11. 

Hippolytus’s  Chronicon  ends. 

2nd 

55% 

235 

1st  of  Maximin  (3.3.0)  b.  Feb.  10. 

2ud 

5599 

238 

1st  of  Gordian  (5.9.0)  b.  June  15. 

Censorinus  De  Die  Nat. 

2nd 

5606 

244 

1st  of  Philip  (5.6®  or  5.7“.)  b.  March. 

2nd 

5610 

249 

1st  of  Decius  (2  2m.)  b.  after  Aug.  29. 

1st 

5612 

251 

1st  of  the  two  Galll  and  .Emilian.  (2.4®  + 3m)  b.  Not. 

1st 

5614 

253 

1st  of  Valerian,  and  Gallien.  (7+7.6® ) b.  in  Autumn. 

1st 

6629 

268 

1st  of  Claudius  (2  2m.)  b.  March. 

Porphyry  goes  from  Rome  to  Sicily. 

2nd 

5631 

270 

1st  of  Aurelian.  (5  + 6®  interr.)  b.  May  ? 

2nd 

5637 

276 

6®.  of  Tacitus  e.  March  25.  Florian  2®.  204.  Probus  (6.5m)  b.  in  April. 

5610 

279 

4th  of  Probus  b.  April.  But  Euseb.  Arm.  has  1st  of  Probus  = *.  abb.  2295  begin- 

5th 

ning  from  Oct.  1 in  a.d.  283  (see  above. 

a.d.  192).  Jerome  has  rightlv  a.  abr. 

mi  omitting  Pcrtinax  1 = a.  »br,  22T9,  the  ?th  Cric.ll*  = a.  abb.  3234,  and 

the  6th  Aurelian  = a.  abb.  2294.  Euaeb.  givei  alio  a 7th  to  Probui  which 

Jerome  likewise  omits.  So  Euseb.  after  Probus  has  4 yrs.  too  many. 

5640 

279 

4lh  b.  Apr.  Anatolius  Bp.  of  Laodic.  writes  his  Paschal  Chronicle. 

5th 

5643 

282 

Carus  Carinus  and  Nuinerian.  (1.1  |m)  b.  after  Aug.  29. 

1st 

5645 

284 

1st  Diocletian  (20.7.14)  b.  early  in  Sept. 

Porphyry  outlived  Diocletian. 

1st 

Ruieb.  Arm.  has  1st  Diocl.  = a.  abr.  2304, 

beginning  Oct.  1 in  a.d.  288,  an  excess 

of  4 years.  Jerome  too  has  1st  Diocl. 

= A.  abr.  2301,  beginning  in  a.d.  285, 

and  io  M 1 jr.  In  exceu,  u he  give,  a 3rd  jr.  to  Carui  and  hit  lont. 

5666 

305 

1st  of  Constantius  (1.2.24)  b.  May  1. 

2nd 

5670 

309 

4th  of  Constantine  (30.9.25)  b.  July  25. 

Jamblichus  fl. 

5th 

5673 

312 

7th.  The  lndictlons  (a  cycle  of  15  yrs.)  begin  from  Sept.  1. 

8th 

5686 

325 

20th.  (Vicennalia)  b.  July  25.  Counc.  of  Nice.  Vernal  equinox  fixed  to  March  21. 

21st 

5721 

360 

24th  of  Constantius  II.  (24  5.12)  b.  May  22. 

The  Ilth  and  last  Paschal  period  of 

25th 

532 yrs.  of  Anianusand  his  a.m.  5852  end  Aug.  29. 

5724 

363 

Julian  (1.7.24)  slain  June  27.  Jovian  (7m.  21. 

5725 

364 

1st  of  Valcnllnian  (11  8.24)  b.  Feb.  26,  and  Valens  (14.4.13)  b.  March  28. 

2nd 

5728 

367 

1st  of  Gratian  (16.0.2)  b.  Aug.  24  with  Vnlentinian. 

5th 

5736 

375 

1st  of  Vnlentinian  11.  (16.4.23)  b.  Nov.  24. 

1st 

5739 

378 

The  Chronicon  of  Jerome  ends  at  d.of  Valens  with  “a.o.c.  (210  of  Kings+464  of 

Co$s.+424  of  Emperors=)  1131;”  “anno  2394”  (i.e.hisowu  a.  abb.  2394  having 

then  begun).  Valens  was  slain  Aug.  10. 

5741 

390 

2nd  of  Theodosius  (15.11  JO)  b.  Jan.  19.  Pappus,  and  Theon  of  Alex,  now  fl.and 

3rd 

Horapollo  is  at  Constantinople.  Thcophilus  (who  on  d.  of  Timotheus  on 

Sunday  Epiphi  26,  July  20  in  a d.  385  became  Bp.  of  Alex.)  inscribed  to  Theo- 

dosius  his  Paschalion  made  out  for  100  years  and  beginning  from  his  Con- 

sulship  of  a.d.  380. 

5750 

389 

Ilth  of  Theodos.  4th  of  Theophilus  Bp.  of  Alexandria.  The  Serapeum  and 

2lh 

other  heathen  temples  are  now  destroyed. 

5756 

395 

1st  or  Arcadius  In  E.  (13.3.15)  and  llonorlus  In  W.  (28.7.11)  b.  Jan.  17. 

5762 

401 

7th.  Theophili  Epist.  1.  Pasch.  Raster  on  Pharmuthl  19=  April  14. 

8th 

5764 

403 

9th.  Epiphanius  died,  haring  been  Bp.  in  Cyprus  36  years. 

1 0th 

5771 

410 

16th.  Alaric  deposes  Attalus,  and  sacks  Rome  Aug.  24  or  26. 

Digitized  by  Google 


906 


EGYPTIAN  CHRONICLES. 


LNajLD. 
twffumtn*  fioutl 
J»o.  1. 

HOMAN  HISTORY-  | EGYPTIAN  REFERENCES. 

Yr.  or  Km-  J 
mr  be-  j 
vino  lug  At 
Skua- 
Ms  fr-'m 
Au*.  m j 

5773 

411  1 

18th  of  Hon.  6tb  of  Theodo*.  II.  In  E.  (42  2.28)  b.  May  1.  Konnu*  Panopul.  fl. 
Panodorus  ends  his  Chronograph  jr  with  hit  own  (and  Asinu,i)  a.m.  5493  + 
411  ( Anlanus’s  5501  + 100  + 303)  » 5904  Aug.  9,  before  the  d.  of  Tbeophilut, 
who  died  Oct.  15,  S»  Cyril  his  nephew  snoaaadiaf  him. 

6th  j 

I 

5786 

5811 

425 

450 

18th.  of  Theod.  1st  of  V.ilcntixiun  111.  iu  W.  (29.4.22)  b Oct.  23. 
26 ih.  of  Valent.  1st  of  Marxian  ki  E.  (6A*».  ?)  b.  Aug.  26. 

19th  j 

6816 

455 

6th.  of  Marcian.  Maximus  fan  W,  (2«n.  27.)  b.  March  17.  Gcnaerie  plunders 
Rome.  Avltus  (l.l«.)  b.  Aug  30? 

5118 

45? 

1st.  of  the  two  Ia’os  In  E.  (16.11.28)  b.  Feb.  1.  1st  of  Majorlaa  in  W.  (4.1.2. ) 
b.  April  1. 

2nd 

5826 

465 

9tb  of  I#eo.  6tb  of  Severn*  in  W.  (3  11.27)  b,  Nov,  19. 

IOC 

5833 

472 

16th  of  Leo.  Anthemius  in  V.  (5.3.0)  slain  July  11.  Olybrio*  6*».  Nepo< 
(1.7.0)  b.  in  October. 

17th 

W3C 

475 

2nd  of  Zeno  assoc,  by  l.on  jun.  in  E.  (17.2.0)  b.  1VI>.  Romulus  In  W. 

3rd 

5837 

476 

3rd  of  Zeno,  a.o.o.  1229.  Odoacer  (16.6.12)  end*  the  Western  Empire  Aug.  22. 

4 til 

5852 

40  i 

i»t  of  AiUsUsiu*  in  E.  (27.2.29)  b.  Apnl  11.  i heophanos  says,  " Thia  yr.  of  Zeuo’s 
d.  is  acc.  to  the  Romans  * M.  5999.  but  acc.  to  the  Alexandrians  and  the  truth 
a.m.  5913,  from  the  accession  of  Diocletian  the  207lb  ” [the  true  number], 
“ from  the  Incarnation  the  483rd”  [that  is,  with  Anlanus's  omission  of  8 years, 
probably  between  Augustus  and  Trajan,  since  Syncellus  has  Trajan’s  acces- 
sion at  a.m.  5590*=  A. D.  90  instead  of  a.d. 98],  " Indict.  14.”  (The  Ind.  is  right.] 

2nd 

5987 

626 

13th  of  Heraclius.  Era  of  the  Hegira  July  26  in  Julian  year  667. 

13th 

MBS 

G37 

28th  of  Heraclius  (30.4.6)  b.  Oct  6.  The  Caliph  Omar  enters  Jerusalem  (If 
about  July  23)  1260  years  of  360  days  each  after  the  first  association  of  Nebu- 
chadnezzar (if  put  at  Sept.  1 in  b.c.  606;  or  both  dates  may  be  142  days  later, 
from  Jan.  22  b.c.  605  to  Feb.  24  a.d.  638  ? 

28th 

5099 

638 

29th.  Abou  Obeidah  enters  Antioch  Tuesday  Aug.  21  (July  21?)  Hej.  17,  and 
Amrou  takes  Ca>*area  (Constantine  having  left)  in  July  Hej.  17.  Hence  1260 
lunar  yrt.  of  the  Arabs  from  b.  of  Hej.  17= Jan.  23  a.d.  638  end  with  Hej.  127G, 
July  7 A.n.  I860.  In  a.d.  639  Amrou  invades  Egypt,  and  in  a.d.  640  takes 
Alexandria,  the  Copts  being  then  about  6 millions. 

29th 

6169 

808 

G.  Syncellus  writes,  in  Ids  own  “a.m.  6300,”  but  “ in  Indict,  I,**  which  requires 
this  year,  ending  Aug.  31.  But  6500  [+ 8 dropped  between  Augustus  and 
Trojan]  + 800  = 6301  complete  at  March  25. 

6900 

1539 

Term.  Pasch.  April  5,  as  at  the  Exodus  in  b.c.  1654,  after  six  complete  periods  of 
532  years  each.  Easter  day  April  G. 

6960 

1599 

CycleVL  and  a.m.  (730G- 311=)  6965  of  Egyptian  reckoning  would  begin  Ju’y  20. 

7240 

1879 

From  the  entry  of  Omar  into  Jerusalem,  set  at  July  23  a.d.  637,  and  first  acces- 
sion of  Nebuchadnezzar  set  at  Sept.  1 b.c.  606,  1260  and  2520  yrs.  of  360  days 
end  Feb  1;  or  from  dates  for  conquest  of  Palestine  and  access,  of  Ncbuchad. 
nexzar  142  days  later  they  may  end  about  June  23. 

7259 

1898 

From  the  entry  of  Omar  Into  Jerusalem  1260  Gregorian  yrs.  end  July  23,  or  from 
the  completion  of  the  conquest  of  Syria  later.  But  * rht*  precisely  these 
period*  begin  and  end,  if  they  are  rightly  thought  to  mean  jrcarj  ai  well  as 
days , and  to  refer  to  the  Mahometans  at  Jerusalem,  and  to  the  time*  of  the 
Gentiles  In  the  West,  the  event  only  can  show. 

The  Greek  numeral*  /S',  y,  3'.  set  against  the  beginning  of  certain  Egyptian  year*,  show  which 
year  it  is  out  of  the  lour  during  which  the  movable  Thoth  coincided  with  the  tame  day  of  the  antici- 
pated Julian  calendar. 

AUo  at  the  Phoenix  epoch*  of  n c.  1780,  and  b.c.  275.  note  that  the  day  of  the  Solstice  and  Factions 
1 is  given  in  terms  of  the  uncorrccicd  Julian  calendar. 
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ON  BABYLONIAN  AND  ASSYRIAN  ANTIQUITIES. 

It  would  have  been  an  important  supplement  to  the 
present  work  if  one  could  have  shown  exactly  how  far  the 
schemes  of  Berosus  and  Manetho  were  similar  in  their  con- 
struction, and  how  far  the  true  or  esoteric  chronology  of  the 
Chaldseans  coincided  with  that  of  the  Egyptians.  That  the 
two  chronologies  either  absolutely  agreed  or  differed  only  by 
a very  few  years  is  probable ; though  Syncellus’s  statement 
(p.  30,  ed.  Dind.)  that  Berosus  and  Manetho  had  “ had  the 
impudence  even  to  deduce  their  incredible  histories  from  one 
and  the  same  year,”  viz.  from  after  a.m.  1058,  is  not  to  be 
admitted  in  evidence,  as  this  refers  only  to  the  pseudo-Mane- 
tho  of  Anianus.  But  unfortunately  there  is  a break  in  the 
notices  preserved  respecting  the  earlier  reckonings  of  Bero- 
sus : and  thus  it  is  impossible  to  make  out  the  whole  outline 
of  his  scheme  with  certainty. 

The  sources  of  all  those  lists  and  reckonings  bearing  on 
Chaldaean  history  and  chronology  which  are  still  extant  may 
be  reduced,  to  speak  broadly,  to  two,  viz.  the  writings  of 
Ctesias,  and  those  of  Berosus. 

OF  CTESIA8  AND  HIS  FOLLOWERS. 

First  there  are  the  lists  of  Ctesias  of  Cnidos,  who,  having 
been  taken  prisoner  by  the  Persians,  was  kept  for  17  years 
(b.c.  401  to  B.C.  384)  as  physician  at  the  Court  of  Arta- 
xerxes  Mnemon,  and  who  brought  down  his  “ Persian 
Histories,”  or  “ Antiquities,”  composed  in  xxiii  books,  to  the 
Archonship  of  Ithycles,  that  is,  to  B.c.  398.  Diodorus 
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Siculus  mentions  him  at  this  date  as  follows: — “K.Tr)oien  6 
<nr/ypa(f>evs  ttjv  toiv  IT epaixcov  lirropcav  els  rovrou  top  ivuivtov 
Karecrrpecf>ev,  apgupevos  airo  N Ivov  /cai  Se/upapews.”  ( Diod . 
Sic.  xiv.  46,  ap.  Clinton  F.  H.,  ad  ann.  A.  C.  398.)  The 
earliest  allusion  to  his  work  is  made  by  his  contemporary 
Plato,  who  adopts  from  it  the  assertion  that  Troy,  in  the 
time  of  Priam,  belonged  to  the  empire  of  Teutamus.  But 
Aristotle,  more  cautious,  charges  Ctesias  with  falsehood 
(Gen.  Anim.  ii.  2),  and  uses  such  language  as  this: — “ el  Bel 
Triorevoai  Kr^zr/a,”  and  “ Krrjaias,  owe  S»y  at-ioTncrros”  (Hist. 
Anim.  iii.  fin.  ii.  3, 10.  and  viii.  27,  3).  Plutarch,  too  (in  Vit. 
Artax.  c.  13),  speaks  strongly  of  his  bad  faith  and  want  of 
veracity.  And  Lucian,  as  Clinton  adds  (Conscrib.  Hist. 
tom.  iv.  p.  202,  Bipont.),  accuses  him  of  having  falsified 
history  to  ingratiate  himself  with  Artaxerxes.  But,  how- 
ever untrustworthy  he  might  be,  being  the  first  writer  in  the 
field,  he  was  extensively  followed. 

He  began,  as  has  been  already  mentioned,  with  Ninus  and 
Semiramis,  and  after  devoting  six  books  to  Assyrian  and 
Median  history,  he  made  seventeen  more  for  the  Persian, 
and  appended  at  the  end  of  his  twenty-third  and  last  book  a 
list  of  kings  from  Ninus  to  Artaxerxes.  “ Ninus,”  so  we  may 
abridge  from  Diodorus,  “ having  made  a league  with 
Ariicus,  king  of  the  Arabs,  first  subdued  the  unwarlike 
Babylonians.  Babylon  was  not  yet  built : but  they  had  in 
their  country  other  cities  which  were  considerable.  And  he 
took  their  king  prisoner,  and  put  him  to  death.  Next  he 
invaded  Armenia,  where  the  king  Barzanes,  after  some 
losses,  submitted  himself,  and  obtained  very  favourable 
terms,  and  so  was  allowed  to  reign  on  as  a tributary.  Ninus 
then  attacked  Pharnus,  king  of  Media,  and  after  a great 
victory  took  him  prisoner  and  caused  him  to  be  impaled. 
Lifted  up  by  this  constant  success,  he  formed  the  project  of 
conquering  all  Asia  from  the  Tanais  to  the  Nile.  And 
having  established  a trusty  adherent  as  satrap  in  Media,  he 
set  forth,  and  in  the  course  of  seventeen  years  subdued  all  the 
peoples  of  this  part  of  the  world,  except  the  Bactrians  and 
the  Indians.  He  subdued  Egypt,  Phtenicia,  Ccelesyria, 
Pamphylia,  Lycia,  Caria,  Phrygia,  Mysia,  and  Lydia ; also 
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tlie  Troad,  Phrygia  on  the  Hellespont,  the  coasts  of  the 
Propontis,  and  those  of  Bithynia  and  Cappadocia,  and  those 
of  the  barbarous  nations  on  the  Euxine  to  the  Tanais.  He 
conquered  the  countries  of  the  Cadusians,  and  the  Tapyres, 
and  the  Hyrcanians,  the  Drangians,  the  Derbices,  the  Car- 
nmnians,  the  Choromcans,  the  Borcanians,  and  the  Parthians. 
He  then  penetrated  into  Persia  and  Susiana  [towards  the 
south],  and  the  countries  bordering  on  the  Caspian,  where  are 
the  ‘ Caspian  Gates’  [on  the  north].  Besides,  he  reduced 
a multitude  of  less  important  peoples,  to  enumerate  all  of 
whom  would  take  too  long.  But  in  Bactria  he  found  the 
country  itself  so  difficult,  and  the  inhabitants  so  warlike,  that 
after  several  unsuccessful  attacks,  he  postponed  that  war  to 
some  better  opportunity ; and  leading  back  all  his  forces 
into  Syria  [i.  e.  Assyria],  he  there  made  choice  of  a con- 
venient site  on  which  to  found  a great  capital.”  ( Diod.  ii.  c. 
1,  2.)  Last  of  all,  he  reduced  Bactria  also,  the  king  of 
which  was  Zoroaster.  So  then,  according  to  Ctesias,  the 
empire  had  been  founded,  and  even  extended  to  the  utmost 
limits  afterwards  reached  under  the  Persians,  before  as 
yet  either  Nineveh  or  Babylon  existed.  But  the  purpose  of 
this  fable  is  plain ; namely,  to  turn  the  tables  upon  the 
Egyptians,  and  to  match  their  Sesostris,  or  rather  their 
Thothmeses  and  Bameseses,  by  an  Asiatic  conqueror  of  equal 
achievements  and  higher  antiquity.  Not  content  with  one 
conquest  of  Egypt,  Ctesias  made  Semiramis  also,  besides  un- 
successfully warring  against  India,  to  conquer  Egypt  over 
again ; and  she  left  there  a garrison  which  built  the  Egyp- 
tian Babylon.  So  this  city  was  nearly  of  the  same  age  with 
Babylon  of  Chalda>a,  since  it  too  had  Semiramis  for  its 
foundress,  a story  the  falsehood  of  which  was  afterwards 
noticed  by  Berosus.  In  all  Ctesias  named,  according  to  the 
present  text  of  Diodorus,  a series  of  xxxiii  kings  (lib.  ii. 
1 —31),  or  rather  xxxvi,  for  Diodorus  writes  inconsistently  ; 
and  xxxvi  is  the  number  quoted  from  him  by  Eusebius 
( Cliron . i.  p.  39),  and  it  agrees  better  with  the  extant  lists. 
And  these  kings  Ctesias  made  to  end  after  1306  years  with 
the  effeminate  Sardanapalus,  “ who,  when  Nineveh  was  taken 
by  Arbaces  the  Mode  and  Belesis  the  Babylonian,  burned 
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himself  together  with  his  palace.”  The  date  of  this  event, 
when,  according  to  him,  the  empire  and  the  monarchy  and 
the  city  itself  of  Nineveh  all  ended  together,  is  fixed  by  im- 
plication to  B.C.  (560  + 320  = ) 880,  and  the  accession  of 
Ninus  to  B.C.  (880+  1306  = ) 2186 ; that  is,  if  no  account  be 
taken  of  the  difference  between  vague  and  fixed  years : else, 
the  1306  years  should  end  one  year  later,  in  the  Julian  B.C. 
(559  + 320  = ) 879,  and  begin  two  years  later,  in  the  Julian 
B.c.  (879  + 1306  vague  =)  2184.  “After  the  death  of 
Semiramis,”  Diodorus  writes  (lib.  ii.  c.  21),  “ Ninyas,  her 
son  by  Ninus,  and  the  kings  who  reigned  after  him  in  direct 
succession  from  father  to  son  during  30  generations,  were 
faineants  down  to  Sardanapalus.  Under  this  last  the  empire 
of  Assyria  passed  to  the  Medes,  after  having  lasted  more 
than  1306  years,  as  Ctcsias  of  Cnidus  relates  in  his  Second 
Book.”  So,  out  of  his  six  introductory  books,  Ctesias,  as  it 
seems,  allowed  only  two  to  Assyria ; but  twice  that  num- 
ber, viz.  four,  to  Media,  and  more  than  four  times  four, 
viz,  seventeen,  which  made  the  body  of  his  work,  to  the 
affairs  of  Persia.  “ It  is  not  at  all  necessary,”  Diodorus 
continues  (c.  22),  “ to  insert  here  the  names  of  all  these 
kings,  or  to  mark  the  length  of  their  reigns,  since  they 
did  nothing  worthy  of  remembrance.  The  only  thing 
deserving  of  record  is  the  fact  that  the  Assyrians  sent  an 
auxiliary  force  to  aid  the  Trojans.  Teutamus,  the  20th  suc- 
cessor of  Ninyas,  son  of  Semiramis,  reigned  in  Asia  at  the 
time  when  Agamemnon  led  the  Greeks  against  Troy ; and 
the  empire  of  Asia  had  been  for  1000  years  and  more 
(brj  twv  ^iXleov)  with  the  Assyrians,  when  Priam, 

who  was  king  in  the  Troad,  pressed  by  the  dangers  of  the  war, 
sent  an  embassy  to  seek  for  aid  from  the  king  of  Assyria,  as 
being  his  vassal.”  The  present  text  of  Diodorus  here  names 
Teutamus  as  the  “ 20th  after  Ninyas ; ” but  he  stands  23rd 
from  Ninyas  (26th  in  all)  in  the  list;  and  Eusebius  and 
Syncellus,  in  quoting  from  Diodorus,  name  him  “ the  26th.” 
The  same  reckoning  is  also  confirmed  by  a passage  quoted 
from  Cephalion.  So  Memnon  the  son  of  Tithonus  was 
sent  by  Teutamus  in  command  of  10,000  Ethiopians  and  as 
many  more  Susianians  to  Troy,  to  increase  the  glory  of  the 
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Greeks.  Cephalion  even  gave  — and  probably  this  also  was 
from  Ctesias  — the  letter  of  Priam  written  after  the  loss  of 
his  son  Hector.  The  “ 1000  years  and  more  ” here  mentioned 
by  Diodorus  rest  probably  only  on  an  inference  of  his  own, 
because  Ctesias’s  epoch  for  Ninus,  being  apparently  at 
B.C.  (560  or  559  + 320+1306  = ) 2186  or  2185,  was  just 
1003  or  1002  years  above  Eratosthenes’s  and  Diodorus’s 
own  date  for  Troy  in  B.c.  1183.  Diodorus  writes,  indeed, 
“ when  Agamemnon  led  the  Greeks  to  the  war,”  but  his 
allusion  is  nevertheless  to  the  date  of  the  capture.  The 
number  of  “ 1306  years  and  more ” mentioned  by  him 
for  Ctesias  is  illustrated  by  a statement  quoted  from 
./Emilios  Sura  (ap.  Velleium,  i.  b.  6 ; Clinton,  F.  H.  vol.  i. 
p.  264 ),  that  “ between  Ninus  and  the  establishment  of 
lfoman  supremacy  by  the  overthrow  of  Philip  and  Antio- 
chus,  soon  after  the  second  Punic  war,  there  were  1995 
years.”  But'  from  B.C.  1 90,  when  the  two  Scipios  defeated 
Antiochus,  1995  years  take  us  back  to  B.c.  (559  + 320  + 
1306  = ) 2185,  two  years  higher  than  B.c.  2183,  and  so 
just  “ above  1000”  years  before  Diodorus’s  date  for  Troy. 
Agathias  too,  who  wrote  in  the  6th  century,  naming  “ Cte- 
sias and  Diodorus,”  says  that  they  gave  to  the  Assyrian 
empire  from  Ninus  1306  years,  or  a few  more  ( fj  /cal  oXlya 
TrXeiovcev),  though  it  was  an  inaccuracy  in  Diodorus  to  speak 
as  if  the  1 306  years  might  receive  an  addition  of  two  or 
three  more.  The  uncertainty  regarded  not  those  years  but 
the  duration  of  the  Median  empire,  and  especially  the  reign 
of  its  last  king  Astyages,  to  whom  Ctesias  (and  he  is  fol- 
lowed by  Eusebius,  Anianus,  and  Syncellus)  gave  38  years, 
whereas  Herodotus  gave  him  only  35.  With  35  years  only 
to  Astyages  and  317  to  the  Median  empire,  the  accession  of 
Ninus  would  not  have  risen  more  than  1000  years  above 
Troy,  even  though  that  of  Cyrus  were  put  in  the  autumn  of 
B.C.  560,  a little  above  its  true  date,  as  it  was  by  many  writers. 
Ctesias’s  own  date  for  Troy  was  probably  earlier  than  that 
of  Eratosthenes,  and  more  like  that  of  Herodotus,  so  as  to 
fall  within  the  reign  of  Teutamus,  who  may  have  seemed  to 
reign  according  to  his  list  from  B.C.  1262  to  B.C.  1230,  so  that 
his  accession  was  only  (2186  — 1262  = ) 924  years  below  that 
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of  Ninus.  From  b.c.  880  Ctesias  continued  with  a list  of 
ix  Median  kings  (favouring,  as  has  been  already  noticed, 
Median  history  as  more  akin  to  the  Persian,  and  lengthening 
it  at  the  expense  of  the  Assyrian)  to  the  defeat  of  Astyages  by 
Cyrus  in  B.C.  560,  or  more  correctly  559.  The  ix  names  are 
these  : “ Arbaces,  who  reigned  28  years,  4-  Mandauces  50  + 
Sosarmus  30  + Artyeas  50  + Arbianes  22  + Artceus  40  + 
Artynes  22  (these  being  the  22  years  of  Phraortes)  + 
Astybaras  40  (being  the  40  of  Cyaxares)  + Aspadas  or 
Astyages ,”  no  doubt  with  38  years,  making  in  all  320 
years  {not  317)  of  Median  empire  from  the  destruction  of 
Nineveh  by  Arbaces  in  B.c.  880  or  879  to  the  accession  and 
victory  of  Cyrus  in  B.C.  560  or  559. 

The  accounts  of  Ctesias,  to  borrow  the  words  of  Clinton 
from  whom  we  are  here  abridging,  “ are  followed  with  little 
variation  by  many  writers,  as  Diodorus  Siculus,  Strabo, 
Nicolaus  Damasccnus,  iEmilius  Sura,  and  Velleius.”  But 
those  who,  after  and  besides  Diodorus,  require  our  notice  on 
account  of  their  variations  are  Abydenus,  Castor  of  Rhodes, 
the  Auctor  Barbaras  of  Scaliger,  and  Cephalion ; and,  lastly, 
the  Ecclesiastical  chronograph ers,  Africanus,  Eusebius  (who 
is  followed  by  St.  Jerome  and  St.  Augustine),  and  Syncellus 
(who  represents  also  Anianus  and  Panodorus). 

ABYDENU8. 

Abydenus,  who  wrote  later  than  Alexander  Polyhistor 
(b.c.  83),  and  seemingly  before  Castor  (b.c.  61-56),  copied 
not  only  from  Ctesias,  but  also  sometimes  from  Berosus  and 
Polyhistor,  and  adopted  from  them  statements  irreconcilable 
with  what  he  gave  elsewhere  from  Ctesias.  Eusebius 
{Citron.  I.  12,  p.  36)  quotes  from  him  thus:  “ Abydeni  de 
regno  Assyriorum.  * Chaldsei  regionis  suae  reges  ab  Aloro 
usque  ad  Alexandrum  hoc  pacto  enumerant.  Nini  quidem 
et  Semirainidis  nullam  rationem  habent.’”  This  is  in  allu- 
sion to  Berosus  and  Polyhistor,  from  whom  also  he  gave  the 
list  of  the  antediluvian  kings,  and  the  accounts  of  the  Flood 
and  of  the  Tower  of  Babel,  of  the  confusion  of  tongues, 

“ from  which  Babylon  was  named,”  and  of  the  War  of  the 
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Gods  and  Titans:  “Ilia  auteni  dictis,  ita  historiam  euam 
exorditur : ‘ Fuit  Ninus,  Arbeli,  Cltuali,  Arbcli,  Anebi,  Babii, 
Beli,  rcgis  Assyrioruni.’  Dcinde  accurate  reges  enumerat  a 
Nino  et  a Semirnmidc  ad  Sardanapallum,  qui  omnium  extre- 
mus  fuit:  a quo  ad  primam  Olympiadem  67  anni  putantur. 
De  Assyriorum  regno  hue  diligentia  scripsit  Abydenus. 
Nihiloininus  et  Castor  lib.  i.  Summarii  Chronicorum  eadem 
plane  ad  litteram  narrat  de  regno  Assyriorum.”  Here  Eu- 
sebius, by  saying  that  Castor  agrees  word  for  word  with 
Abydenus,  seems  to  imply  that  Abydcnus  was  the  earlier 
writer  of  the  two  : and,  if  so,  he  may  probably  be  the  channel 
through  which  certain  additional  names  and  certain  other 
variations  from  Ctesias  were  derived  from  Berosus  to  Castor 
ami  later  authors.  It  seems  to  be  asserted  by  Eusebius 
both  that  Abydenus  ended  his  whole  series  67years  before 
Olymp.  1,  that  is,  in  b.c.  843,  and  also  that  the  last  of  all 
his  kings  was  Sardanapalus:  and  further  that  Castor  agreed 
with  or  copied  from  him  word  for  word.  And  in  the  list  of 
the  Auctor  Barbarus  (printed  by  Scaliger)  who  is  supposed 
to  have  copied  very  much  from  Castor,  the  series  is  expressly 
said  to  end  “ 67  years  before  Olymp.  1.”  But,  on  the  other 
hand,  neither  that  list  nor  Castor’s  own  list,  nor  the  list  of 
Abydenus,  made  the  series  to  end  with  Sardanapalus,  but 
with  another  king  added  after  him,  and  named  Saracus,  or 
Ninus  IT.  This  we  learn  from  Castor  and  Abydenus  them- 
selves. It  may  be  then  that  Abydenus  both  first  appended 
the  name  of  Saracus  or  Ninus  II.  after  Sardanapalus,  and 
also  first  inserted  in  bis  list  those  two  female  names  of  Tratres 
and  Bndossa  or  Semiramis  IT.  which  occur  after  the  18th 
king,  the  one  with  17  the  other  with  7 years,  in  Eusebius’s 
lib.  i.  and  ii.  One  of  the  two  names  (but  with  23  years, 
which  looks  like  a consolidation  of  two  reigns  of  17  and  7 
years)  appears  also  in  the  list  of  Barbarus  in  the  1 9th  place. 
At  any  rate,  two  names,  Dercetades  and  Beleoun,  quoted  by 
Polyhistor  from  Berosus  as  preceding  that  of  Balator,  seem 
to  be  omitted  in  this  place  in  the  lists  derived  from  Ctesias. 
With  these  additions,  and  with  the  genealogy  of  six  names  as 
of  kings,  though  without  years,  prefixed  to  Ninus,  Aby- 
denus would  have  in  all  xlv  names  instead  of  the  xxxvi  of 
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Ctesias.  And  for  his  sum  of  years,  if  lie  ended  his  series  in 
B.C.  843,  and  gave  the  same  number  of  years  to  his  three 
new  reigns  as  belong  to  them  in  the  lists  of  the  Auctor 
Barbaras  and  Eusebius,  viz.  19  and  (17  + 7 = ) 24  or  23, 
retaining  for  the  xxxvi  reigns  of  Ctesias  his  sum  of  1306  or 
130.5  years — the  latter  variant  occurs  in  St.  Augustine— he 
would  have  had  in  all  a sum  of  1306  + 42=1348  years  be- 
ginning from  b.c.  (843+  1348  = ) 2191.  But  it  may  be 
suspected  that  he  made  20  years  more,  and  began  as  if  from 
b.c.  2211,  since  the  Auctor  Barbarus,  whose  list  is  plainly 
derived  from  those  of  Abydenus  and  Castor,  names  as  his 
sum  — a sum  certainly  not  that  of  Castor,  nor,  as  the  list 
stands,  made  out  by  the  reigns — “ 1430  years.”  From  this  if 
we  deduct  62  years  of  Belus,  to  whom  neither  Abydenus  nor 
Castor  gave  any,  there  remain  1368,  which  reckoned  up 
from  b.c.  843  would  seem  to  have  commenced  in  B.c.  2211. 
And  if  this,  as  is  probable,  was  in  truth  the  reckoning  of 
Abydenus,  it  results,  as  will  appear  below,  that  Abydenus 
carried  back  the  commencement  of  his  chronology  precisely 
to  the  Babylonian  epoch  of  Berosus,  of  which  the  epoch  of 
Ctesias,  connected  rather,  if  it  was  in  any  sense  historical, 
with  Nineveh,  was  25  years  short. 

But  elsewhere  Abydenus,  in  a passage  extracted  by  Euse- 
bius, following  Alexander  Polyhistor  and  Berosus  and  not 
Ctesias,  names  “ Sennacherib,”  who  “ reduced  Babylon  and 
the  coast  of  Syria,”  as  “ the  25th  king  of  Assyria,”  and 
Nergilus,  and  Adrameles,  and  Axerdis,  ns  his  successors. 
These,  he  says,  were  followed  by  Sardanapalus  [who  so  should 
be  the  29th],  and  lastly  by  Saracus  [or  Ninus  II.]  who  burned 
himself  in  his  palace  when  Nineveh  was  taken  by  Busalussor 
[Nabopolassar]  the  father  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  the  same  king 
having  previously  betrothed  his  son  Nebuchadnezzar  to  the 
daughter  of  Astyages  [really  of  Cyaxares]  king  of  Media. 
Ahydeni  de  Senecherimo : “ His  temporibus  quintus  denique 
et  viyesimus  rex  fuit  Seneclieribus  qui  Babylonem  sibi  sub- 
didit,  et  in  Cilicii  maris  littore  classem  Grtccorum  profligatam 
disjccit.  Hie  ctiam  templum  Atheniensium  struxit,  rerea 
quoque  signa  facicnda  curavit  in  quibus  sua  facinora  trnditur 
inscripsisse.  Tarsum  denique  ea  forma,  qua  Babylon  utitur 
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condidit.  Proximus  liuic  regnavit  Nergilus,  quern  Adramelea 
filius  occidit.  Rursus  hunc  frater  suua  Axerdis  interfecit 
patre  eodem  alia  tamen  matre  gcnitus;  atque  Byzantium 
usque  ejus  exerciturn  persecutus  est  quem  antca  mercede 
conduxcrat  auxiliarenr.  In  hoc  miles  erat  Pythagoras  qui- 
dam,  Chaldxx  sapienfi®  assecla.  vEgyptum  praeterea, 
partesque  interiores  Syriaa,  acquirebat  Axerdis.  Hinc  Sar- 
danapallus  exortus  est.  Post  quem  Saracus  imperitabat 
Assyriis,  qui  quidem  certior  factus  turmarum  vulgi  collecti- 
tiarum  quse  a mari  adversus  sc  adventarent,  continub  Bu- 
salussorum  militias  ducem  Babyloncm  mittebat.  Sed  enim 
hie  capto  rebellandi  consilio  Amuhiain  Asdahagis  Medorum 
principis  filiam  nato  suo  Nabuchodrossoro,  moxque  raptim 
contra  Ninum  seu  Ninevcn  urbem  impetum  facicbat.  Re 
omni  cognita  rex  Saracus  regiam  Evoritam  infiammabat. 
Turn  vero  Nabuclwdrossorus  summx  rerum  potitus  firrnis 
moenibus  Babylonem  cingebat.”  (Bus.  Chron.  i.  9,  p.  25 ; 
and  Sync.  p.  210,  ap.  Clinton,  F.  II.  voh  i.  p.  271.)  Euse- 
bius gives  also  a long  extract  from  Polyhistor,  from  the 
latter  part  of  which,  or  from  the  same  source  in  Berosus,  this 
passage  of  Abydenus  is  taken ; and  in  places  it  is  almost 
word  for  word.  Polyhistor,  as  it  hence  appears,  named 
Pythagoras  in  connection  with  Axerdis  the  predecessor  of 
Sardanapalus ; and  he  named  Saracus  the  successor  of  Sar- 
danapalus  as  the  last  king,  in  whose  time  Nineveh  was  taken 
by  “ Nabopolassar and  he  fixed  upon  Saracus  the  burning 
of  the  palace  called  Evorita.  But  in  the  extract  alluded  to 
he  does  not  call  Sennacherib  “ tbe  25th  king,”  nor  make  any 
allusion  to  the  list  or  to  the  writings  of  Ctesias.  On  the 
contrary  he  adheres,  with  whatever  mistakes  or  confusion, 
to  Berosus,  while  Abydenus,  who  had  elsewhere  made 
Ninus  II.  to  end  “ 67  years  before  Olymp.  1,”  now,  in  the 
account  just  mentioned,  brings  down  Ninus  II.  two  or  three 
reigns  below  the  time  of  Pythagoras,  and  the  capture  of 
Nineveh  below  the  date  of  the  marriage  of  Nebuchadnezzar 
to  a daughter  of  Astyages,  who  is  named  erroneously  in- 
stead of  Cyaxares.  Yet  he  actually  attempts  to  present  the 
two  accounts  of  Ctesias  and  Polyhistor  as  one.  As  regards 
his  calling  Sennacherib  the  25th  king,  and  giving  him  only  5 
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more  successors,  so  making  only  xxix  kings  in  all  to  Sardana- 
palus,  or  xxx  to  Ninus  II.,  this  peculiarity  ar.d  inconsis- 
tency may  perhaps  be  connected  with  a similar  inconsistency 
in  Diodorus ; for  he  also  speaks  of  xxx  kings,  thinking  of 
xxxiii  in  all,  or  xxx  after  Nitiyas,  instead  of  xxxiii  after 
Ninyas.  It  is  certainly  not  from  Ctesias;  and  it  is  worthy 
of  tome  attention.  It  is  not  impossible  that  its  source  may 
lie  with  I’olyhistor  and  with  Berosus.  For,  in  the  first 
place,  there  is  a passage  in  Agathias,  and  a similar  one  in 
Synccllus,  in  which  it  is  distinctly  said  from  Polyhistor  and 
Berosus  that  the  line  of  kings  from  the  commencement  to 
the  end  of  the  Assyrian  empire  were  not  (as  Ctesias  had  pre- 
tended) all  of  the  same  lineage,  descending  in  unbroken 
succession  from  Ninus  and  Semiramis.  On  the  contrary  the 
succession  of  Ninus  came  to  an  end  with  Deleoun,  the  son  of 
Dercetades.  “For  one  Balator  ” [this  name  appears  ns  the 
19th  in  the  lists  derived  from  Ctesias],  “ who  was  over  the 
palace  gardens,  by  a wonderful  fortune  made  himself  master 
of  the  crown,  and  left  it  to  his  own  family,  as  is  related  by 
Bion  and  Alexander  Polyhistor  : and  they  reigned  to  the  time 
of  Sardanapalus,  when,  as  they  say,  the  empire  having  gone 
to  decay,  Arbaces  the  Mede  and  Belesis  the  Babylonian 
dispossessed  the  Assyrians  of  it  and  took  the  power  to  them- 
selves, having  deposed  the  king.”  [So  the  king  was  not  then 
slain,  nor  Nineveh  taken,  nor  the  palace  burned,  but  only 
Media  and  Babylonia  threw  off  their  allegiance.]  The 
names  Arbaces  and  Belesis  may  be  only  from  Ctesias. 
“ N loos  rs  7 TpoTipov  (pah'srai  ical  /3aaiAelav  itnai/Oa  /3e/3alav 
/caraaTrjadpsvos,  'S.splpapls  ts  av  psr  i/csirov,  /cal  i^rjs  dvanss 
ol  tovtoiv  uxroyovoi  p$XPL  KaL  BeXeoOp  top  Aep/cerdSov. 
’Ey  tovtov  yap  By  too  BeXeoop  Tys  top  1Lsp.ipap.siuv  cj>i/Aov 
BiaBoyys  vavaapsoys,  IhAyrdpa?  tis  ovopa,  cpvrovpyos  dvyp 
/cat  Ttop  sv  rots  f3aaiAelois  K/prcov  psAsBcoios  /cal  evtcrra-n/f, 
sKapTTiicraTO  vapaAdya/s  ryv  ftaaiAelav,  /cal  to)  ol/csitp  ii’Scj/uTcvas 
ysvsi,  ass  Bto>pt  yeypmrTai  /cal  AAs^iloSpm  t co  II oAvtaropi  ecus 
is  ^.apcavdnraAAuv,  c is  i/ceiool  cf/aat,  rys  dpyys  uTropa  paod  slays , 
'Apfidi/cys  6 MfiSor  ical  B eAscvs  d BaftvAwvios  ucpypyorai  alnyv 
robs  'A aauplovs,  /cadsAovrss  top  flaoiAea.”  ( Agathias , ii.  25, 
p.  119,  ap.  Clinton,  F.  H.  vol.  i.  p.  269,  and  Sync.  p.  676,  ed. 
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Dind.)  But  if  the  kings  of  Nineveh  and  Assyria  after  the 
termination  of  the  Assyrian  empire  were  still  reckoned  by 
Berosus  or  by  Polyhistor  from  Balator,  as  is  possible,  though 
probability  may  be  the  other  way,  then,  since  the  place  of 
Balator  in  the  list  of  Berosus  and  Polyhistor  is  uncertain, 
it  is  possible  that  Beleoun  was  named  in  it  as  the  15th, 
not  the  18th,  from  Ninus,  and  that  the  Sennacherib  of 
Abydenus  was  the  25th  from  Balator;  and  Abydcnus  may 
have  found  him  named  as  such  by  Polyhistor  or  by  Berosus, 
though  not  in  the  same  extract  from  Polyhistor  which  we 
have  in  Eusebius.  Else,  as  Abydenus  himself,  in  other 
places,  and  Castor  too,  had  certainly  no  fewer  than  the  xxxvi 
kings  of  Ctesias,  besides  Ninus  II.  (and  the  list  of  Barbarus 
specifies  the  number  of  xxxix  ),  Abydenus,  instead  of  call- 
ing his  Sennacherib  the  25  th,  ought  to  have  called  him  the 
(36  — 5 = ) 31st  or  the  (39— 5 = ) 34th.  Or,  if  he  were  for 
that  time  taking  the  number  of  the  kings  after  Ninus  from 
Polyhistor  or  Berosus,  only  drawing  down  their  end  too 
low,  then,  since  this  number  was — as  will  appear  below  — 
xlv,  he  should  have  named  his  Sennacherib  as  confounded 
with  the  6th  from  the  end  the  (45  — 5 = ) 39th  king.  An- 
other explanation  is  proposed  by  Clinton,  namely,  that  Aby- 
denus was  here  really  following  Berosus,  who  gave  some- 
where xxx  as  the  true  number  of  the  kings  from  Ninus  to 
the  destruction  of  Nineveh.  “ Of  these  xxiv  only  would 
belong  to  the  526  years  of  the  Assyrian  empire,  and  the 
remaining  6 to  the  continuance  of  the  monarchy  during  its 
last  105  years  from  b C.  711  to  b.c.  606.”  If  this  view  be 
correct,  it  follows  that  xxiv  only  out  of  the  xxx  kings  of  As- 
syria are  included  among  those  xlv  Chaldatans  to  whom 
Berosus  assigned  his  526  years  of  Assyrian  empire ; and 
that  the  remaining  xxi  are  the  associate  or  dependent  kings 
who  reigned  at  Babylon  during  the  same  time  with  their 
suzerains  of  Nineveh.  Thus,  Clinton  observes,  if  there 
were  xxiv  kings  in  the  526  years,  they  would  reign  about 
22  years  each,  which  is  a probable  average.  But  on  the 
other  hand,  as  Berosus  no  doubt  gave  the  years  of  each 
king,  one  would  have  expected  him  either  to  distinguish 
two  concurrent  lines,  making  out  by  the  reigns  given  for 
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each  one  and  the  same  sum  of  52G  years,  or  else,  if  he  threw 
the  kings  of  both  lines  together,  the  sum  of  their  collective 
reigns  should  have  been  1052,  or  twice  the  chronological 
space  which  they  jointly  covered.  Besides  this,  we  have  in 
the  Astronomical  Canon  an  authentic  list  of  the  Babylonian 
kings  from  Nabonassar  to  the  conquest  of  Babylon  by 
Cyrus ; and  this  list  gives  2 1 names  of  kings,  besides  two 
interregna  of  2 and  8 years  respectively,  in  a space  of  only 
209  years,  the  interregna  included.  So  these  kings  reigned 
one  with  another  not  quite  10  years  each,  an  average  even 
below  that  which  is  given  by  Berosus  to  the  xlv  kings  of 
the  Assyrian  empire  from  Ninus : for  these  in  526  years 
would  have  11-JJ-,  or  within  3 months  of  12  years,  each. 
It  would,  therefore,  be  very  unsafe  to  double  this  average 
upon  a mere  conjecture.  But  perhaps  it  is  most  probable 
that  the  reckoning  of  30  kings  in  all,  and  the  naming  of  that 
Sennacherib  as  25th,  who  seemed  to  be  last  but  five  before  the 
destruction  of  Nineveh,  was  only  an  inconsistency  in  Abydcnus, 
the  source  perhaps  of  the  similar  inconsistency  of  Diodorus. 

CASTOR  OF  RHODES. 

Castor,  son-in-law  to  King  Deiotarus  of  Armenia,  who 
brought  down  his  chronography  to  B.C.  56,  is  quoted  by 
Eusebius  in  the  following  words : — “ E Castoris  Summario 
de  regno  Assyriorum : ‘ Belus  erat,’  inquit,  ‘ Assyriorum  rex, 

et  sub  eo  Cyclopes Jovi  cum  Titanis  pnelianti  opem 

ferebant  Reges  quoque  Titanorum  eo  tempore  cognoscc- 
bantur  ’ [an  allusion  seemingly  to  Abydenus,  and  to  the 
antediluvian  kings  of  Berosus  from  Alorus],  ‘ quorum  e 
numero  erat  Ogyges  rex’  [an  allusion  to  Xisuthrus  and  to  the 
Flood].  . . Mox,  paucis  interjectis,  subdit  Gigantes  Diis 
bellum  intulisse,  atque  occidione  esse  caesos : strenuos  Deorum 
adjutores  fuisse  Herculcm  et  Bacchum,  qui  et  ipsi  erant 
Titani : Belum,  de  quo  antea  diximus,  mortem  obiisse,  qui 
etiam  deus  existimatus  sit : Post  hunc  Assyriis  dominatum 
esse  Ninum  annis  52,  qui  uxorem  duxit  Semiramidem : Post 
eum  Semiramidem  rexisse  imperium  annis  42  : Zamcm,  qui 
et  Ninyas,  succcssisse.  Deinde  Assyriorum  qui  consccuti 
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sunt  regea  singillatim  ordinatimque  numerat  usque  ad.  Sar- 
danapallum,  nominatim  quemque  compellana ; quorum  etiain 
nos  paullo  post  nomina  et  tempora  ponemus.  ” ( Chron.  i.  13, 
p.  36.)  Here  it  is  to  be  remarked,  that  Belus,  thougii  he 
stands  alone,  without  the  intermediate  five  names  of  Aby- 
denus,  as  the  father  of  Ninus,  is  confessedly  the  antediluvian 
deified  ancestor,  who  is  brought  down,  while  all  the  mytho- 
logical interval,  described  more  at  length  by  Abydenus  from 
Berosus  and  Polyhistor,  is  compendiously  alluded  to.  Also, 
that  Eusebius  here,  just  as  in  the  case  of  Abydenus,  makes 
Castor  bring  down  his  series  “ to  Sardanapalus,”  whereas 
in  another  passage,  which  he  gives  shortly  afterwards,  Castor 
himself  declares  that  he  ended  not  with  Sardanapalus,  but 
“with  Ninus  II.,  who  succeeded  Sardanapalus.”  One  must 
suppose,  therefore,  that  Eusebius  took  no  notice  of  Ninus  II., 
because  in  his  own  list,  which  he  announces  his  intention  of 
copying  from  Castor,  and  which  he  did,  in  fact,  so  copy,  but 
with  some  curtailment,  making  only  as  he  says  “ 1240,”  really 
only  1238, instead  of  1280  years,  he  purposed  to  omit  Ninus  II. 
as  a supernumerary  unknown  to  Ctesias.  “ Profecto  et  ille,”  so 
Eusebius  continues  of  Castor,  “ in  eo  quem  digessit  canone  sic 
de  his  loquitur : ‘ Primo  Assyriorum  reges  disposuimus,  exor- 
diumque  a Bclo  duximus ; et  quoniam  hand  traditum  est 
quot  hie  anjiis  regnaverit,'  [we  have  seen  that  Belus  and  five 
others  wefe  given  as  a genealogy  by  Abydenus  without 
years,  and  the  reason  is  manifest,]  * nihil  prater  nomen  ad- 
scri/isimus.  A Nino  autem  principium  chronologies  fecimns,  et 
in  alterum  Ninum  qui  Sardanapali  sedem  usurpuverit’  [suc- 
ceeded, hiahi^dfiivov  in  the  Greek]  ‘ desivimus ; prorsus  ut 
perspicue  definiteque  sua  cuique  regi  tempora  tribuerentur. 
Porro  annorum  1280  summa  exsurgit.’”  So  then  Castor 
ending,  as  is  implied  by  Eusebius,  together  with  Abydenus 
and  with  Barbarus,  “ 67  years  before  Olymp.  1,”  in  B C.  843, 
though  he  had  certainly  one  additional  reign  derived  from 
Abydenus,  and  probably  two  or  three,  and  so  made  xxxviii 
or  xxxix  in  all,  instead  of  the  xxxvi  of  Ctesias,  yet  made  in 
all  a sum  of  only  1280  years,  being  26  fewer  than  Ctesias 
gave  to  only  xxxvi  kings.  And  this  is  probably  a variation 
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not  derived  from  Abydenus,  but  introduced  by  himself,  and 
for  the  same  reason  for  which  he  is  known  to  have  curtailed 
the  years  of  other  lines  of  kings  besides  the  Assyrian.  For 
the  xxxvi  kings  of  Ctcsias  would  seem  in  1306  years  to  have 
reigned  36  or  36  years  and  over  4 months  each,  which  is 
considerably  over  Herodotus’s  average  even  for  life  genera- 
tions. Hut  xxxviii  or  xxxix  in  1280  years  would  reign  only 
33*  jj,  or  32*$,  that  is,  a little  over  33-J,  or  a little  under  33 
years  each.  Probably  it  was  on  account  of  the  reduction 
already  made  by  Castor  that  Eusebius  preferred  to  make 
Castor’s  list  the  basis  of  his  own  ; and  probably  it  was  owing 
to  the  same  causes  that  no  one  of  those  forms  of  the  same  list 
which  have  reached  us  exhibit  in  conjunction  with  the  xxxvi 
reigns  of  Ctcsias  his  sum  of  1306  years. 

THE  “AUCTOIt  BAKBARUS”  OF  SCALIGER. 

Of  the  Auctor  Barbaras  thus  much  only  need  be  said 
here,  that  his  Assyrian  list  is  connected  with  that  of  Aby- 
denus  and  that  of  Castor  at  once  by  its  ending  with 
Ninus  II.,  by  its  ending  “ 67  years  before  Olymp.  1,”  and 
by  its  prefixing  the  name  of  Bclus  to  that  of  Ninus.  By 
prefixing  the  name  of  Belus  only,  without  the  other  five 
names  of  Abydenus,  it  is  connected  rather  with  Castor: 
but  by  the  sum  of  “ 1430  years,”  which  it  s-Ljoins,  it  is  dis- 
connected from  him : a id  by  giving  to  Belus,  at  the  head  of 
all,  a reign  of  62  years  it  is  distinguished  as  a variation  from 
both.  When  these  62  years,  however,  are  subtracted,  what 
remains  of  the  sum  given,  viz.  (1430  — 62  = ) 1368  years,  if 
reckoned  up  from  B.c.  843,  sets  the  epoch  of  Ninus  and  the 
Assyrian  empire  at  B.C.  2211,  which  is  exactly  the  epoch  of 
Berosus,  not  indeed  for  Ninus,  but  for  the  commencement 
of  his  historical  series  from  the  Median  capture  of  Babylon. 
And  this  event  was  capable  of  being  identified  in  fable  with 
the  commencement  of  a Medo- Assyrian  empire.  For  Ninus 
also,  according  to  Ctesias,  began  by  the  reduction  of  Baby- 
lonia. It  may  be  supposed,  therefore,  that  the  bases  of  the 
list  and  sum  of  Barbarus  (without  the  62  years  of  Belgs) 
are,  in  fact,  the  list  and  sum  of  Abydenus,  who  purposely 
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made  his  series  to  begin  25  years  higher  than  Thoth  1 in 
B.c.  2186,  where  it  had  been  made  to  begin  by  Clcsias,  in 
order  to  coincide  with  the  epoch  of  Berosus.  It  is  further 
to  be  remarked  that,  as  the  list  stands,  the  sums  given,  “ xxxix 
kings  and  1430  years,”  are  not  actually  made  out,  there 
being  only  xxxviii  kings  and  1344  years,  even  when  Belus 
and  his  62  years  are  included.  So  two  kings  and  86  years 
are  wanting.  On  the  other  hand,  the  sutn  which  is  actually 
exhibited  below  Belus,  being  1284,  exceeds  by  only  4 that 
which  would  have  suited  for  Castor.  And  \vithout  the  42 
years  of  the  reigns  of  Semiramis  II.  and  Ninus  II.,  which 
were  unknown  to  Ctesias,  and  which  are  dropped  also  by 
Eusebius,  the  remaining  sum  of  1240,  though  there  is  a 
difference  in  particular  reigns,  exceeds  by  only  two  the  sum 
named  by  Eusebius  as  that  “ of  the  most  accurate  writers.” 
One  of  the  reigns,  that  of  Macchaleus  or  Aschalius,  which 
should  be  the  12th,  with  30  or  28  years,  is  easy  to  restore 
from  the  other  lists.  The  other  is  less  certain.  It  may  be 
that  the  name  Sethos,  which  in  the  list  of  Syncelius  stands 
10th,  with  50  years,  instead  of  Altadas  with  32  or  38,  was 
added  in  the  list  of  Barbarus,  or  the  name  of  Tratres,  given 
by  Eusebius  with  17  years,  is  improperly  consolidated  with 
Semiramis  II.,  or  Atossa;  that  is,  if  there  were  in  all  xxxix, 
and  all  these,  and  not  only  xxxviii  of  them,  were  below  Belus. 

Assuming  that  for  the  last  12  names  and  reigns  in  the  list 
of  Barbarus  the  text  needs  no  correction,  one  finds  the  fall 
of  Troy  attached  by  a note  to  the  last  year  of  Teutamus, 
written  Tautelus,  (67  + 389  = ) 456  years  above  Olymp.  1, 
that  is,  at  B.C.  1232,  which  might  perhaps  suit  for  Ctesias; 
and  in  the  same  list,  if  we  reckon  up  as  if  for  Ctesias  (389  — 
19  = ) 370  years  (without  the  19  of  Ninus  II.)  from  B.c. 
880,  the  last  year  of  Teutamus  would  cud  in  B.c.  1250. 
Sardanapalus,  however,  has  30  years  in  no  other  list  exeept 
that  of  Barbarus ; and  with  the  figures  of  Ctesias  himself, 
the  last  year  of  Teutamus  would  end  in  B.c.  1230,  having 
begun  in  B.C.  1262.  The  1000  years,  too,  “or  more,”  be- 
fore Troy,  which  are  named  by  Diodorus,  might  have  been 
found  by  him  in  the  list  of  Abydenus,  if  that  list  commenced 
as  if  in  B.C.  2211,  and  the  synchronism  were  attached  to  the 
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last  year,  not  of  Teutamus  the  26th  king,  as  it  hail  been  by 
Ctcsias,  but  to  the  last  year  of  Tcutseus  his  successor,  40 
years  later,  so  as  to  suit  Eratosthenes’s  date  and  his  own. 
As  the  list  of  Barbarus  stands,  the  last  year  of  Teutamus, 
the  25th  from  after  Ninus  in  the  list  of  Ctesias,  appears  to 
end  in  B.c.  (776  + 67  + 389  = ) 1232,  or  after  1041  years 
from  Belus.  But  in  no  case  could  the  1000  years  have 
been  made  out  from  Ninus  to  Teutamus,  between  whose  last 
year  and  the  accession  of  Ninus,  even  with  Abydenus’s  sum 
of  1368  years,  ending  in  B.c.  843  (equivalent  to  1331  years 
ending  in  B.c.  880),  there  would  be  at  most  (2211  — 1216  = ) 
995  years. 


CEPHALION. 

Another  author,  Cephalion,  who  wrote  in  the  time  of  the 
Emperor  Hadrian,  is  also  quoted  by  Eusebius  and  Syncellus, 
and  he  belongs  to  the  same  family  with  the  preceding,  since 
besides  Ilellanicus  of  Lesbos  and  Herodotus  he  names  pro- 
minently as  his  chief  authority  Ctesias.  He  too  began  the 
Assyrian  reigns  from  Ninus  “ the  son  of  Belus."  “ lie 
writes,”  says  Syncellus,  “ thus : ‘ In  the  oldest  time  (to 
TraXatbv)  the  Assyrians  had  the  lordship  over  Asia,  being 
themselves  governed  by  Ninus  the  son  of  Belus.’  Then 
he  introduces  [an  account  of]  the  origin  of  Semiramis  and 
of  Zoroaster  the  Mage  in  the  52nd  year  of  the  reign  of 
Ninus”  [“  of  the  reign  of  Ninus,  which  lasted  52  years,  and  of 
his  death  ” in  Euseb.  Arm.].  ‘ After  whom,’  he  says,  * Semira- 
mis walled  Babylon,  as  has  been  related  by  Ctesias,  Zeno, 
Herodotus,  and  manyothers  after  them.’  He  relates  too  that 
she  made  an  expedition  against  the  Indians,  but  was  defeated ; 
that  she  slew  her  own  sons ; and  that  she  was  herself  slain  by 
Ninus  [Ninyas]  one  of  her  sons,  who  succeeded  her  in  the 
throne,”  [Eusebius  adds  “ when  she  had  reigned  42  years.  And 
of  this  her  successor  it  is  said  that  he  did  nothing  worthy  of 
mention.”]  Syncellus  proceeds : “ And  further  on  [he  says 
the  same]  of  the  rest,  * who  reigned  for  the  space  of  1000 
years,  all  in  direct  succession  from  father  to  son ; and  no  one 
of  them  reigned  less  than  20  years.  For  their  unwarlike, 
unenterprising,  and  effeminate  habits  kept  them  out  of  danger. 
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For  they  remained  always  shut  up  in  the  palace,  and  so  did 
nothing ; nor  were  they  visible  to  any  except  the  concubines 
and  the  eunuchs.  Of  these  kings,  if  any  one  wishes  to  know 
the  names,  Ctesias  gives  them,  twenty,  I think,  and  three. 
But  for  me,  what  should  I gain  either  towards  improving 
my  own  work  or  pleasing  the  reader  by  the  insertion  of  a 
mere  string  of  names  of  barbarian  tyrants  who  were  all 
cowardly  and  effeminate  ? ’ After  which  he  makes  mention 
of  their  years.  ‘ When  about  640  years  had  passed  from 
Ninus,  Belimus  (anno  640°,  rege  Belimo)  reigned  over  the 
Assyrians.  And  there  came  to  his  dominions  Perseus  the 
son  of  Danae  with  100  ships ; for  Perseus  was  flying  from 
Dionysus  the  son  of  Semele.’  And  further  on : ‘In  a 
later  generation  ( venipy  Be  yevef/),  in  the  reign  of  Panyas,  the 
expedition  of  the  Argonauts  sailed  to  the  Phasis  and  to 
Medea  of  Colchis,  and  Hercules  wandered  from  the  ship 
after  Hylas  towards  Cappadocia,’  &c.  And  again : * If  one 
reckons  1000  years  from  Semiramis  to  the  reign  of  Mithrceus, 
that  was  the  time  when  the  Colchian  Medea  daughter  of 
iEgeus  eloped,  of  whom  was  born  Mcdus ; and  from  him  are 
descended  the  Medes,  and  from  him  their  country  was  named 
Media.'  Then  he  says  that  * Mithneus  was  succeeded  by 
Tautanus  ’ [the  same  variant  as  in  the  list  of  Barbaras,  but 
the  Armenian  version  has  Teutamus],  ‘who lived  like  the  rest 
according  to  the  habits  and  institutions  of  the  Assyrians. 
Nor  was  there  anything  else  of  note  done  in  his  time  more 
than  under  the  rest.  But  then  it  was  that  Agamemnon  and 
Menclaus  of  Mycenae  went  with  the  Argivcs  and  the  rest  of 
the  Achatans  to  war  against  Troy  the  city  of  Priam  in 
Phrygia.’  Then  he  gives  Priam’s  letter  to  Teutamus,  asking 
for  succour  after  Hector  had  been  slain.”  Ensebius  concludes 
(p.  44),  “Ait  postea  disertti  Sardanapalluin  anno  1013 
Assyriorum  regem  esse  creatum,  cujus  et  cxitium  memorat. 
Turn,  sublato  Sardanapallo,  Assyriorum  imperium  a Varbace 
extinctum  et  ad  Medos  esse  translatum.  Hate  omnia  Cepha- 
lion.”  “ So  Cephalion  would  seem  to  have  omitted  all  the 
reigns  between  Teutamus  and  Sardanapalus,  whom  he  places 
13  years  after  the  Trojan  war;  an  omission  for  which  he  is 
censured  by  Syncellus,  p.  168  0."  [More  than  this,  he  had 
already  reckoned  1000  years,  and  that  too  from  Semiramis, 
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before  coming  to  the  accession  of  Teutainus.]  “ The  account 
of  Cej)halion  will  place  the  rise  of  the  Median  empire  about 
B.C.  1150,  and  the  rise  of  the  Assyrian  about  b.c.  2184, 
which  he  reckons  to  be  640  years  before  Perseus  and  Bac- 
chus. From  Cephalion,  however,  we  learn  that  Teutainus 
was  made  by  Ctesias  the  25th  [26th  ?]  king,  and  not  the 
20th,  as  Diodorus  [erroneously]  expresses  it.  For  Ctesias 
according  to  Cephalion  enumerated  23  kings’’  [meaning  pro- 
bably to  Teutamus  and  Troy,  after  the  1000  years,  not  as 
Clinton  takes  it  to  the  end  of  his  whole  series],  “ of  whom 
Teutamus  was  the  22nd  [23rd]  after  Ninus,  Semiramis,  and 
Ninyas.  These  three  reigns  being  added,  Teutamus  will  be 
the  25th  [26th]  king.”  ( Clinton , F.  II.  vol.  i.  p.  265.) 

TI1E  CHRISTIAN  C*HRONOGRAriIEUS. 

Of  these  Africanus,  according  to  Syncellus,  placed  the 
commencement  of  the  Assyrian  empire  200  years  before 
Inachus,  that  is  in  n.c.  1906  + 200  = 2106  (see  above,  p.  716), 
which  was  for  him  194  years  below  the  birth  of  the  patriarch 
Abraham,  at  the  commencement  of  the  35th  year  of  Jacob. 
Hence  it  would  seem  that  Africanus  for  his  Assyrian  reckon- 
ing adopted  the  list  of  Castor,  since  Castor’s  sum  of  1 280  years 
reckoned  from  b.c.  2106  would  end  in  B.C.  826,  where  Syn- 
cellus also  ended  (and  Eusebius  varied  by  only  6 years  from 
the  same  ending).  And  from  B.c.  826  Africanus  must  have 
had  266  years  of  8 Median  reigns  to  the  Persian  accession  of 
Cyrus,  which  he  rightly  (according  to  his  manner  of  reckon- 
ing) put  in  the  autumn  of  B.C.  560,  and  it  may  be  17,  21,  or 
24  years  more  during  which  Cyaxarcs  II.  reigned  together 
with  Cyrus. 

Eusebius,  finding  the  list  of  Castor  and  Africanus  a little 
too  long  for  his  own  scheme,  made  it  to  end  6 years  lower,  in 
b.c.  820,  instead  of  826,  omitted  the  last  reign  of  Ninus 
II.  with  19  years,  and  shortened  the  other  reigns  besides  by 
21  years,  so  as  to  make  1238  only  in  all  in  his  Canon,  in- 
stead of  1280.  These  1238  reckoned  upwards  from  B.C.  820, 
43,  or  in  round  numbers  “ 40,”  years  before  Olymp.  1,  find 
their  commencement  in  B.c.  (820+ 1238  = ) 2058,  which 
is  for  him  (2058  — 2016  = ) 42  years  before  the  birth  of 
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Abraham,  so  that  Ninus  the  first  king  is  for  the  last  10  years 
of  his  reign  contemporary  with  Abraham.  Below  b.c,  820 
he  made  260  years  of  8 Median  reigns  to  the  defeat  of 
Astyages  by  Cyrus  in  B.c.  560. 

Synecllus,  and  probably  Anianus  before  him,  both  for 
other  reasons  and  in  order  to  avoid  exhibiting  the  Assyrian 
monarchy  as  commencing  long  after  Abraham  (an  incongrnity 
for  which  they  blamed  Africanus),  made  out  a list  of  xli  kings 
from  Bolus,  assigning  years  to  5 out  of  the  6 names  prefixed 
to  Ninus  by  Abydenus,  yet  so  that  Belus  alone  with  55  years 
appeared  to  precede  Ninus,  the  other  4 names  with  162 
years  being  inserted  much  lower  down  in  the  list,  after 
Teutamus  and  Teutaeus.  They  adhered,  too,  to  Africanus 
and  Eusebius  in  ending  with  Sardanapalus.  Thus  their  list 
had  1460  years  in  all,  exceeding  the  sum  of  1368  which 
may  be  collected  from  Barbarus  for  Abydenus  by  92  years, 
but  beginning  only  92  — 17  = 75  years  before  Abydenus,  in 
B.c.  (826  + 1460=)2283,  just  160  years  above  the  beginning 
of  Ctesias.  What  the  purpose  of  this  arrangement  was  will 
appear  below.  And  from  B.c.  826,  where  their  Assyrian  list 
ends  with  that  of  Africanus,  6 years  above  that  of  Eusebius, 
Anianus  and  Syncellus  continued  with  only  viii  Median 
reigns,  instead  of  the  ix  of  Ctesias,  but  giving  to  them  283 
years,  instead  of  266  like  Africanus,  so  as  to  end  in  B.C.  543, 
17  years  below  the  true  date  for  the  accession  of  Cyrus. 

For  the  four  last  names  of  their  viii  Medes  Eusebius  and 
Syncellus  follow  not  Ctesias  or  Castor,  but  Herodotus.  And 
according  to  Syncellus  Astyages  is  at  once  “ Nabonadius,” 
who  reigned  17  years  (the  last  of  his  38)  after  killing  Nerig- 
lissar,  and  “ Darius  the  Mede,”  the  patron  of  Daniel  and 
uncle  of  Cyrus,  and  the  king  •'  Ahasuerus,”  who  made  Esther 
his  queen. 


HERODOTUS  AND  HOLY  SCRIPTURE. 

After  having  thus  noticed  the  different  lists,  we  may 
return  to  Ctesias,  from  whom  they  are  all  alike  derived. 
His  accounts  are  plainly  irreconcilable  with  those  of  Hero- 
dotus, and  of  the  Sacred  Scriptures.  For  from  Herodotus 
and  the  Scriptures  we  learn  that  the  Median  empire  lasted 
only  128  years,  including  28  during  which  the  Scythians 
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were  masters  of  Asia;  that  there  were  only  150  years  in  all 
between  the  defection  of  the  Medea  and  the  Babylonians 
from  Nineveh  (which  is  so  referred  toB.c.  709),  and  the  Per- 
sian accession  of  Cyrus,  and  only  four  kings  in  all  who  ruled 
over  Media  as  an  independent  kingdom ; and  that  Nineveh, 
so  far  from  being  destroyed  in  B.C.  880,  was  not  destroyed 
when  it  really  lost  its  empire  in  B.C.  709,  nor  till  103  years 
later,  that  is,  till  B.C.  606,  when  it  was  taken,  not  by 
Arbaces  and  Belesis,  but  by  Cyaxarcs  and  Nabopolassar 
( 'Saho-Bclesser).  Herodotus,  too,  expressly  assigns  for  the 
duration  of  the  Assyrian  empire  over  upper  Asia  from  its  esta- 
blishment (which  he  indirectly  ascribes  to  Ninus)  to  its  ces- 
sation through  the  loss  of  Media  and  Babylon,  no  more  than 
520  years.  lie  adds,  that  even  after  being  stripped  of  its 
chief  dependencies,  the  city  and  kingdom  of  the  Assyrians 
of  Nineveh,  as  a particular  state,  was  still  flourishing  and 
{towerful.  And  with  this  account  of  Herodotus  the  notices 
contained  in  Holy  Scripture  and  the  monumental  records  of 
Egypt  agree.  In  the  time  of  the  Patriarch  Abraham  no 
great  empire  is  spoken  of  with  either  Nineveh  or  Babylon 
for  its  capital,  though  both  those  cities  had  long  existed,  but 
a confederacy  of  four  kings,  named  as  “ Amraphel  king  of 
Shinar,  Arioch  king  of  Ellasar,  Chedorlaomer  king  of  Elam, 
and  Tidal  king  of  Goim,  made  war  upon  Bera  king  of 
Sodom,  Birsha  king  of  Gomorrah,  Shinab  king  of  Admah, 
Shcmeber  king  of  Zeboim,  and  the  king  of  Bela  or  Zoar,” 
“four  kings  against  five.”  And  of  this  confederacy  Che- 
dorlaomcr  the  king  of  Elam  was  the  head.  And  after  a 
battle  in  the  valley  of  the  Jordan,  where  is  now  the  Dead 
Sea,  the  five  kings  of  the  cities  of  the  plain  submitted,  and 
became  subject  to  Chedorlaomer  12  years;  but  in  the  13th 
year  they  rebelled.  And  in  the  14th  year  Chedorlaomer  and 
the  other  three  kings,  his  confederates,  returned,  and  after 
smiting  the  neighbouring  peoples,  fought  another  battle  in 
the  vale  of  Siddim,  and  were  again  victorious.  And  having 
slain  the  kings  of  Sodom  and  Gomorrah,  they  spoiled  those 
cities,  and  carried  away  Lot,  the  nephew  of  Abraham;  where- 
upon Abraham,  with  318  men  of  his  own  servants,  and  his 
friends  Aner,  Eshcol,  and  Mamre,  pursued  after  them  to 
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Dan,  and  coining  upon  them  by  night,  smote  them,  and 
pursued  them  to  Hobah,  on  the  left  of  Damascus,  and 
recovered  all  the  spoil,  and  the  captives,  and  Lot.  Now  in 
this  account,  though  the  small  number  of  Abraham’s  band 
goes  for  nothing,  and  though  the  greater  the  invading  force, 
which  must  have  been  considerable,  the  better  it  suits  the 
spirit  of  the  narrative,  and  though  a fixed  league  of  three 
kings  under  a fourth  indicates  something  like  a suzerainty 
or  empire  vested  in  the  fourth,  it  is  impossible  to  connect 
this  incipient  and,  perhaps,  only  personal  and  temporary  em- 
pire of  a king  of  Elam  with  Assyria,  or  with  either  of  the 
Chaldean  cities  of  Nineveh  or  Babylon.  There  was  no 
Assyrian  empire  then  in  existence,  we  may  safely  infer 
during  the  interval  between  the  Call  of  Abraham  and  the 
birth  of  Isaac  B.c.  2084—2059,  though  a spirit  of  aggression 
and  conquest  tending  to  the  creation  of  an  Elamitic  empire 
was  already  manifested,  and  coming  into  conflict,  acciden- 
tally as  it  were,  with  Christ,  ns  yet  unborn,  was  nipped  in  the 
bud.  Still  less  is  there  room  for  any  Assyrian  empire  during 
those  five  centuries  or  more  which  intervened  between 
the  rise  of  the  great  Theban  Dynasty  XVIII  in  Egypt  and 
the  deaths  of  Raineses  III.  and  of  his  sons  who  reigned 
after  him,  that  is  from  B.C.  1748  till  after  the  middle  of 
the  13th  century  before  Christ.  For  we  find  Thothmes  III. 
(b.C.  1682  to  B.C.  1655)  setting  up  his  trophies  or  stel®  in 
“ Nineveh,”  and  naming  “Babylon”  also  among  his  conquests 
or  dependencies;  and  the  campaigns  and  victories  of  Ramoses 
II.  (b.c.  1486  to  B.c.  1421)  and  Raineses  III.  (b.c.  1321 
to  B.c.  1275)  in  Mesopotamia  are  now  well  known.  Indeed  it 
appears  from  the  Egyptian  monuments  that  down  to  the 
time  of  Rameses  XIV.  (b.c.  1157  to  B.C.  1123?)  who  was 
contemporary  with  Eli  and  Samuel,  and  even  as  late  as  the 
reign  of  Her- II or  Si-amon  (b.c.  1108  to  DC.  1071  ?)  the 
kings  of  Egypt  still  retained  some  hold  over  the  peoples  of 
Mesopotamia  and  the  neighbouring  countries,  and  received 
from  their  rulers  tributes  and  presents : though  already  in  the 
time  of  Rameses  XIV.  there  are  signs  that  such  hold  as  the 
Egyptian  suzerain  still  retained  was  kept  up  rather  by  politic 
management,  by  friendly  intercourse,  and  by  intermarriages. 
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tlmn  by  terror  of  arms  or  coercion.  But  if  we  come  down  to  the 
date  of  Herodotus  it  may  be  true- — and  thus  far  there  may  be 
something  historical  under  the  fables  of  Ctesias — that  in  b.C. 
(709  +520  = ) 1229,  23  years  before  the  end  of  the  Theban 
Dyn.  XIX,  a king  of  Nineveh  and  Athuria  or  Assyria  named 
Ninus,  who  was  the  founder  of  a line,  in  the  7th  year  of  his 
reign,  casting  off  whatever  still  remained  of  dependence  on 
Egypt,  and  having  previously  made  a league  with  Ariieus, 
king  of  the  Arabs,  or  Shasou,  subjected  to  himself  Baby- 
lonia and  Babylon  (not  yet  so  built,  as  it  was  built  after- 
wards by  Nebuchadnezzar  and  Nitocris);  that  soon  after- 
wards, upon  his  attacking  the  Armenians,  the  king,  Bar- 
zancs,  obtained  peace  on  easy  conditions,  and  became  his 
tributary;  but  that  it  cost  him  a great  battle  to  subdue 
Media,  the  king  of  which  country,  Pharnus,  he  took  prisoner, 
and  put  him  to  death,  as  he  had  taken  and  slain  the  king  of 
Babylonia;  and  that  he  set  up  in  Babylonia  and  Media  new 
rulers  of  his  own.  Some  such  acts  and  successes  must 
naturally  have  been  the  beginnings  of  the  empire  of  Nine- 
veh. And  hence  one  can  understand  that  at  this  point  of 
time  Berosus  may  have  passed  from  his  more  ancient  series 
of  Babylonian  kings  and  dynasties  to  the  kings  of  Nineveh 
and  Assyria.  All  this  then,  which  Ctesias  according  to 
Diodorus  (lib.  ii.  c.  1)  related  of  Ninus,  may  be  admitted, 
though  perhaps  even  already  he  has  ascribed  too  much  to  a 
single  reign.  Nor  has  anything  been  discovered  from  Egyp- 
tian inscriptions  to  require  that  the  date  of  this  commence- 
ment of  the  Assyrian  empire  should  be  put  lower  than  it  is 
put  by  Herodotus.  It  may  be  admitted  too  that  the  vigorous 
reign  of  Ninus  was  followed  by  a second  of  a similar  charac- 
ter ; that  Ninus  (or  some  one  of  his  successors)  warred  twice 
with  the  Bactrians;  that  the  first  time  he  was  defeated,  but 
at  the  last  was  victorious  ; and  that  this  was  the  last  exploit 
of  a long  reign,  during  which  he  had  built  himself  a palace 
in  Nineveh,  and  enlarged  and  strengthened  that  city. 
That  his  successor  Semirainis  invaded  India  need  not  be 
denied,  since  it  is  confessed  that  she  was  defeated  : but  it  is 
probable  that  this  story,  as  well  as  the  former,  covers  an 
allusion  to  events  much  later : that  Bactria,  after  having 
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been  unsuccessfully  invaded  before,  was  at  length  brought 
to  submission,  and  that  this  was  the  latest  acquisition  not  of 
Ninus  but  of  the  Assyrian  empire  : that  after  this  reduction 
of  Bactria,  there  was  a war  with  some  of  the  peoples  of  the 
north-west  part  of  India,  in  which  the  Assyrians  were  de- 
feated in  battle,  and  made  no  territorial  conquests.  Still,  as 
it  appears,  they  were  sufficiently  formidable  to  obtain  a treaty 
by  which  it  was  stipulated  that  they  should  receive  presents,  or 
tributes,  as  elephants,  rhinoceroses,  monkeys,  ivory,  and  other 
products  of  the  country  ; since  these  offerings,  together  with 
the  two-humped  Bactrian  camel  (to  be  connected  in  like 
manner  with  the  Bactrian  war  of  Ninus),  appear  on  a small 
black  obelisk  of  one  of  the  Assyrian  kings  which  is  now  in 
the  British  museum.  The  fable  of  Ninus’s  more  extensive 
conquests  has  been  noticed  and  accounted  for  above ; but  the 
conquest  of  Egypt  both  by  him,  and  again  by  Semiramis, 
may  cover  and  disguise  an  allusion  to  the  fact  that  in  times 
past,  previously  to  those  two  reigns,  the  peoples  and  cities  of 
Mesopotamia  and  their  rulers  had  paid  homage  to  the  Egyp- 
tian Pharaohs.  But  after  the  two  first  reigns  we  need  the  con- 
fession of  Ctesias  that  the  third  king  Ninyas  and  others  of  his 
successors  were  unwarlike.  And  this  admission  occurs  very 
opportunely,  so  as  to  make  room  for  the  reappearance  of 
Egyptian  influence  in  Mesopotamia  and  the  neighbouring 
countries  during  a century  or  two  longer,  though  in  a milder 
form.  So  we  collect  that  it  was  not  till  long  afterwards  that 
the  kings  of  Assyria  showed  themselves  again  warlike  and  ener- 
getic like  Ninus,  and  succeeded  in  reducing  Bactria,  and  in 
obtaining  gifts  as  the  price  of  amity  from  the  nearest  of  the 
Indians.  And  if  we  turn  again  from  the  Egyptian  monu- 
ments to  the  Scriptures,  we  find  that  in  the  reign  of  David, 
in  the  latter  half  of  the  1 1th  century  before  Christ,  the  Am- 
monites are  spoken  of  as  hiring  the  Syrians  of  Bethrehob  and 
the  Syrians  of  Zobah  and  of  king  Maachah  and  of  Ishtob 
against  David.  And,  when  these  Syrians  were  defeated, 
“ Hadarezer  sent  and  brought  out  the  Syrians  that  were 
beyond  the  Euphrates  ; and  they  came  to  Helam  ; and  Sho- 
bach  the  captain  of  the  host  of  Iladurezer  went  before  them. 
And  David  defeated  these  also,  and  slew  [the  men  of] 
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700  chariots  of  the  Syrians,  and  40,000  horsemen,  and 
smote  Shobach  the  captain  of  their  host,  who  died  there. 
And  when  all  the  kings  who  were  servants  to  lladarezer 
saw  that  they  were  smitten  before  Israel,  they  made  peace 
with  Israel,  and  served  them.  So  the  Syrians  feared  to 
help  the  children  of  Ammon  any  more.”  (2  Kings,  x.) 
In  all  this  narrative,  though  the  Syrians  from  beyond 
the  Euphrates  are  brought  in,  there  is  no  allusion  to  any 
great  empire  of  Assyria.  Under  Solomon  “all  the  kings  of 
the  Ilittitcs"  are  mentioned  again  as  independent,  or  as  his 
own  tributaries,  rather  than  as  subjects  of  any  other  power 
beyond  the  Euphrates ; so  that  we  arc  reminded  of  the  fre- 
quent mention  of  the  “ Khita  ” of  the  north  of  Syria  in  the 
wars  of  the  Egyptian  kings.  Indeed  the  very  fact  of  the 
kingdom  of  Israel  growing  to  such  power  and  wealth,  and 
extending  itself  so  much  under  David  and  Solomon,  is  a sign 
that  at  that  time  there  was  no  very  powerful  empire  either  to 
the  south  in  Egypt  or  to  the  north  in  Assyria.  Else,  if  they  had 
had  any  such  neighbours,  they  could  scarcely  have  failed  to  ex- 
cite their  jealousy,  and  to  come  into  collision.  And  the  terms 
in  which  the  history  of  this  time  is  alluded  to  after  an  examina- 
tion of  the  public  records  under  Cambyses,  or  the  Magian 
usurper,  are  such  as  to  imply  that  David  and  Solomon  were 
thought  to  have  been  superior  in  power  to  any  empire  existing 
in  their  day  in  the  neighbouring  countries.  “ There  have  been 
mighty  kings  also  over  Jerusalem,  which  have  ruled  over  all 
beyond  the  river,  and  toll,  tribute,  and  custom  was  paid  to 
them.”  (Ezra,  iv.  30.)  And  still  later,  in  the  time  of 
Shishonk  I.  (b.C.  978  to  B.C.  957),  it  seems  that  the  kings 
of  Nineveh  looked  on  from  a distance,  as  not  themselves 
concerned,  while  he  was  subduing  in  detail  the  numerous 
states  and  cities  of  Syria.  The  points  of  time,  and  the  oc- 
casions through  which  the  kingdoms  of  Damascus,  Samaria, 
and  Judah  at  length  came  into  contact  with  the  Assyrians, 
arc  marked  clearly  enough  in  the  Scriptures.  Heathen 
writers  add  similar  particulars  respecting  Tyre ; and  the 
dates  arc  all  as  late  as  the  middle  of  the  8th  century  before 
Christ.  We  may  therefore  understand  the  true  reason  for 
which  all  the  kinjjs  after  Ninus  and  Semiramis  were  said  to 
have  been  faineants  to  be  this,  that  though  towards  the  end 
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of  the  13th  century  before  Christ  power  was  certainly  ob- 
tained by  the  kings  of  Nineveh  over  some  of  the  neighbour- 
ing reigns,  as  over  Babylonia  and  Media,  and  perhaps  also 
Armenia,  this  was  no  more  than  a limited  and  variable  he<re- 
mony.  And  some  Greek  writers,  as  Dionysius  of  Halicar- 
nassus, for  instance,  who  rightly  followed  Herodotus  rather 
than  Gtesias,  seem  to  have  been  aware  that  the  Assyrian 
empire,  even  when  it  had  reached  its  full  growth,  ruled  in 
truth  only  a certain  limited  part  of  “the  Upper  Asia”:  — 
“'H  piv  ovv  'Aatrvplatv  <ipx*i>  TraXaia  Tty  overa  ical  sis  pvdiKovs 
avayofisur]  xpuvovs,  oXlyov  rivos  hvsicpin^as  rijs  ’ Aaias  /xspous  • 
1)  8s  XhjSiK)),  tcaOsXovoa  t ijv  Aaavpiwv  nai  pei^ova  hvvcurrsiav 
Trspif3a.Xop.svT),  ypovov  ov  iroXw  Karstryev,  f7Tt  t!)s  rsrrap- 
ti)s  KarsXvOr]  ysvsas.”  (Dion.  Hal.  Ant.,  i.  p.  5,  ap.  Clinton, 
F.  II.,  i.  p.  283.) 

But  if  we  were  to  accept  the  accounts  of  Ctesias,  it  would 
follow  that,  after  Ninus  and  Semiramis  had  conquered  in  a 
manner  the  Asiatic  world,  the  rest  of  his  xxxvi  kings  their 
successors,  all  of  them  faineants,  retained  peaceable  posses- 
sion of  it  during  1306  years,  reigning  in  unbroken  succes- 
sion from  father  to  son,  and,  one  with  another,  above  36  years 
apiece,  an  average  far  above  the  highest  on  which  Manetho 
ventured  in  his  partiality  to  the  first  six  dynasties  of  Lower 
Egypt  This,  then,  alone  and  apart  from  other  signs  of 
falsehood,  is  enough  to  show  that  the  reigns  of  Ctesias,  as  he 
gave  them,  were  not  historical. 

BEROSC8. 

But  Berosus,  a native  Babylonian,  and  priest  of  the  god 
Belus,  a man  every  way  qualified,  writing  a century  later 
than  Ctesias,  about  B.c.  280,  and  like  him  in  Greek,  not  to 
impose  upon  strangers  at  a distance,  but  for  the  information 
of  his  own  Syro-Maccdonian  sovereign,  to  whom  his  work 
was  dedicated,  knew  no  doubt  all  that  Ctesias  had  written, 
as  well  as  Manetho  knew  the  Second  Book  of  Herodotus. 
Tatian,  in  the  second  century  after  Christ,  being  himself  a 
native  of  Assyria,  mentions  Berosus  thus : — “ lirjpcocroos, 
dvi/p  Ba/SuXan’w y,  ispsiis  t ov  Trap'  avrois  litjXou,  Kara  'AXsgav- 
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hpov  yeyovius,  ’Apt u>\(p  rw  fi bt  airrbv  Tpi-rm  ” [that  is,  seem- 
ingly, to  Antiochus  Soter,  whose  accession  was  in  n.c.  280 ; 
hut  Eusebius  and  others  understand  Antiochus  C-)jdr],  “ rijv 
XaXSaiKijii  ierropiav  iv  t purl  ficftXtois  tear  mantis  ” (p.  126). 
And  in  such  notices  of  Berosus  as  have  been  preserved 
(chiefly  from  Alexander  Polyhistor,  who  was  a freedman  of 
Sylla,  and  wrote  about  B.c.  83,  and  from  Abydenus,  who 
wrote  somewhat  later),  we  have  “ an  account  of  the  Baby- 
lonian and  Assyrian  kings  which  differs  altogether  from  that 
of  Ctcsias,’'  and  is  much  more  in  accord  with  the  statements 
of  Herodotus  and  of  the  Scriptures.  For  below  the  cessa- 
tion of  the  Assyrian  empire,  through  the  revolt  of  Media  and 
Babylon,  we  find  that  he  continued  the  line  of  the  kings  of 
Nineveh,  naming  Pul,  and  again  (which,  if  this  Pul  were  the 
contemporary  of  Menahem,  would  be  after  an  interval),  Sen- 
nacherib, and  his  son  Esarhaddon,  mentioning,  too,  the  tem- 
porary independence  of  Babylon  under  Merodach  Baladan  and 
others,  and  two  other  reigns  of  2 1 years  each,  before  coming 
to  that  of  Nabopolassar,  who  reigned  in  Babylon,  and  who 
had  a share  with  Cyaxares  in  the  destruction  of  Nineveh. 
Then,  above  Pul,  Berosus,  having  a Chaldautn  dynasty  of 
xlv  kings  with  526  years,  marked  about  its  commencement 
by  the  name  Semiramis,  and  at  or  after  its  end  by  that  of 
Pul,  or  Sardanapalus,  agrees  well  with  Herodotus,  who 
writes  that  there  had  been  an  Assyrian  empire  for  520  years 
from  Ninus;  and  who  names  also  Sardanapalus.  And  this 
shows,  whence  and  by  what  process  the  fabulous  list  of  Ctesi.as 
was  fabricated.  It  shows  that  in  the  lists  of  Ctcsias  the  history 
of  the  empire  was  expanded  and  substituted  for  that  of  the 
kingdom  or  city  of  Nineveh,  and  of  the  whole  regions  of 
Assyria  and  Babylonia.  And  a single  dynasty,  or  what  might 
be  presented  as  such  on  account  of  the  connection  of  all  its 
kings  with  the  empire,  was  substituted  for  a series  of  sepa- 
rate dynasties.  For  whereas  the  xlv  kings  who  really  be- 
longed to  the  period  of  the  empire  reigned  in  526  years  only 
1 1 JL,  or  about  11  years  and  9 months  each,  Ctcsias,  or  his 
informants,  transferred  to  Ninus  and  xxxv  descendants  all 
those  975  years,  shortened  only  by  25,  which  Berosus  after- 
wards showed  to  have  belonged  to  earlier  kings  between  the 
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Median  seizure  of  Bahjlon,  in  B.C.  2211  (or  more  properly 
2209),  and  the  accession  of  Ninus  at  Nineveh,  in  b.c.  1236  (or 
1 235).  His  reduction  of  Babylon,  from  which  the  520  years  of 
empire  in  Herodotus  will  begin,  must  be  understood  to  have 
been  6 years  later.  Now  if  Ctesias  had  been  told  the  full 
number  of  xlv  kings,  and  the  true  date  at  which  they  ended, 
viz.  in  B.C  (560  [really  559]  + 150  = ) 710,  he  should  have 
given  them  (526  + 245  + 458+48  + 224  = ) 1501  years,  so 
as  to  make  them  begin  from  b.c.  2211.  Or,  if  he  made 
them  to  end  (as  he  did)  in  B.C.  (560+  150+  170  = ) 880,  170 
years  earlier  than  the  true  date,  in  order  so  to  antedate  and 
lengthen  the  Median  empire,  he  should,  after  cutting  off  170 
years,  have  had  a sum  still  remaining  of  (1501  — 170  = ) 1331 
years  to  give  to  his  xxxvi  Assyrian  kings.  But  in  fact,  for 
some  reason  or  other  — perhaps  because  there  was  really 
some  Assyrian  epoch  for  Nineveh  corresponding  to  that  of  the 
Median  capture  of  Babylon,  but  25  years  later  — he  allowed 
to  his  xxxvi  kings  25  years  less,  and  gave  them  in  all  only 
(1331—25  = ) 1306  years.  He  omitted  too,as  if  in  connec- 
* tion  with  the  170  years  above  mentioned,  nine  out  of  the  xlv 
Assyrian  kings  really  belonging  to  the  empire,  and  gave  in- 
stead five  new  Median  kings  of  his  own  creation  to  stand 
with  the  same  170  years,  and  with  10  more,  which  last  how- 
ever belong  to  the  150  historical  years  of  Median  indepen- 
dence, and  so  to  the  reign  of  Deioces.  So  he  gave  both  to 
his  xxxvi  Assyrian  and  to  his  ix  Median  reigns  his  average 
of  above  36  years. 

Dismissing  now  the  fables  of  Ctesias  and  his  informants, 
let  us  consider  the  earlier  part  of  the  scheme  of  Berosus  as 
represented  in  quotations  from  Polyhistor  or  others. 

According  to  Polyhistor,  Berosus  placed  first  of  all  in  the 
old  world  of  the  antediluvians  1058  years  anterior  to  the 
institution  of  any  monarchy.  This  is  stated  by  Syncellus 
from  Anianus  and  Panodorus  (see  above,  p.  854) ; and  the 
author  of  the  Paschal  Chronicle  of  the  7th  century  (a.d.  630), 
mentions  the  same  in  the  following  words:  “TlpaiTov  veuroiv 
uvnr/paipovcn  Ttjv  toiv  X aXhaitnv  jiiacnXeuiv  'AXs^avBpos  6 Ho- 
XvicTtop,  litjpwtTcros,  ’ABvBijvos,  Ka'i  'Air oXXoBwpos,  o<  it panov 
fih>  ItTTOoovcriv  aftaaiXevrn  enj  ,avr/'-n  (ap.  Mai  Vett.  Scriptt. 
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Nova  Coll.,  tom.  viii.  p.  7 ).  Time  in  the  mythological  period 
of  Berosus  was  reckoned  in  sari,  neri,  and  sossi.  The  sarus 
consisted  (as  was  explained  by  Abydenus)  of  3600  nominal 
years,  really  days,  so  that  it  was  equivalent  to  10  vague  Na- 
bonassarian  years  of  360  days  each,  its  proper  complement  of 
the  5 additional  days  or  Epagomena:,  though  unnoticed,  being 
understood  to  go  with  each  year,  as  was  the  case  also  with  the 
nominal  years,  really  months,  of  the  Egyptians.  The  nerus 
consisted  of  600  nominal  years,  really  days,  equivalent  to  20 
months,  or  the  sixth  part  of  a sarus.  The  sossus  consisted  of 
60  nominal  years,  really  days,  and  was  the  unit  in  the  whole 
scries.  In  its  origin  it  probably  represented  two  lunar 
months  (for,  as  the  lunar  months  consisted  not  of  whole  days 
but  of  29i  days  each,  it  would  be  natural  to  reckon  them  in 
pairs  of  59  whole  days  each),  together  with  that  additional 
day  which  was  in  a manner  added  to  every  two  months  when 
the  original  lunar  month  of  29i  days  was  first  filled  up  to  a 
civil  mouth  of  30  full  days,  and  the  original  or  lunar  year  of 
354  days  to  a civil  vague  year,  neither  any  longer  lunar 
nor  as  yet  solar,  but  an  intermediate  or  transition  year  « 
between  the  two,  consisting  of  360  days,  to  which  after- 
wards as  a correction,  whether  in  Egypt  first  or  elsewhere, 
the  5 epagomena:  were  added.  The  Egyptians,  we  know, 
claimed  the  merit  of  this  improvement ; and  there  is  no 
counter  claim  set  up  against  them.  But  the  addition,  if 
really  theirs,  was  at  any  rate  made  very  early ; and  it  was 
borrowed  from  them  by  their  neighbours ; since  not  only  the 
Babylonian  or  Nabonassarian  year,  used  also  by  the  Persians, 
coincided  with  the  Egyptian,  and  had  the  5 epagomena:,  but 
another  most  ancient  nation,  that  of  the  Armenians,  had, 
and  even  has  still  to  this  day,  the  same  year,  though  its 
use  has  been  superseded  in  very  recent  times  by  a fixed 
Ecclesiastical  year  which  they  have  associated  with  it  for 
many  ages.  A sossus  then  being  two  months,  this  double 
month  of  60  days  multiplied  by  10  (60x10=600)  was 
a nevus,  and  multiplied  into  itself  (60  x 60  = 3600)  it  was  a 
sarus,  a sossus  of  sossi,  or  double-month  with  double-months 
for  its  days.  In  terms  of  this  reckoning  Berosus’s  first  1058 
vague  years  of  human  time  would  be  105  sari,  4 neri,  and  8 
sossi,  expansible  into  (1058  x 12  = ) 12,696  months,  or  380,880 
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nominal  years,  really  days.  After  these  he  named  as  having 
reigned  in  the  antediluvian  Babylon  — so  widely  does  he 
differ  from  Ctesias  — ten  dynasts  or  kings  from  Alorus,  the 
first,  who  in  spite  of  the  1 058  “ years  without  monarchy  ” 
preceding  must  be  Adam,  to  Xisuthrus,  the  tenth,  who  by 
the  Flood  and  the  Ark  is  identified  with  Noah,  and  who 
immediately  after  leaving  the  ark  and  sacrificing  disappears, 
and  is  deified.  (For  the  names  and  the  text  of  Berosus  see 
Vol.  I.  p.  46.)  The  ten  antediluvian  kings  having  120  sari, 
or  14,400  months  (reckoned  in  pairs),  expansible  into 
432,000  day- years,  and  representing  1200  full  Nabonas- 
sarian  years,  these,  if  added  to  the  former  1058,  make  of 
human  time  to  the  Flood  2258  vague  years.  The  number 
seems  to  indicate  a difference  of  about  6 years  (see  Vol.  I. 
p.  45)  between  the  Babylonian  and  the  Egyptian  reckon- 
ings, similar  to  that  which  exists  between  the  Alexandrian 
LXX.  and  the  Greek  reckoning  of  Josephus,  since  the 
former  of  these  makes  2262,  the  latter  2256  Hebrew  years 
to  the  end  of  the  Flood.  (See  above,  Vol.  I.,  pp.  28  and  47.) 
Anianus,  indeed,  by  availing  himself  of  the  epagomenas,  and 
dividing  the  432,000  days  of  the  ten  kings  not  by  360  but 
by  365,  obtained  for  them  only  1183  full  years,  which  added 
to  the  preceding  1058,  made  2241,  and  205  days,  or  within 
a fraction  his  own  number  of  2242  years,  to  the  Flood. 
But  this  was  by  a mixture  of  artifice  and  luck  ; of  artifice, 
since  he  uses,  below  the  Flood,  the  true  method  of  reduction, 
which  is  different ; and  luck,  since  it  was  certainly  luck  that 
the  difference  between  his  own  reckoning  of  2242  years  to 
the  Flood  and  the  2256  of  Berosus  and  Josephus,  was  so 
nearly  identical  with  that  between  the  quotient  of  432,000 
divided  by  360  and  the  quotient  of  the  same  sum  divided  by 
365.  Berosus’s  whole  sum  to  the  Flood  amounted  to  225 
sari,  4 neri,  and  8 sossi,  which  might  be  expanded  at  will  into 
27,096  months,  or  to  812,880  nominal  day-years. 

Below  the  Flood  Folyhistor,  according  to  Anianus  and 
Syncellus,  represented  Berosus  as  making  the  Babylonian 
monarchy  to  recommence — Babylon  being  rebuilt  on  its  old 
site  — after  a short  interval  of  only  146  or  162  full  years. 
Not  having  the  text  itself  of  Berosus  or  Folyhistor  we 
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cannot  be  sure  which  of  these  two  numbers  is  the  true ; but 
if  Polyhistor,  as  Syncellus  seems  to  assert,  placed  the  recom- 
mencement of  monarchy  after  2404  years  of  his  own  reckon- 
ing, then  2258  of  these  would  be  before  the  Flood  and  only 
146  below  it.  But  it  is  also  possible  that  Polyhistor  only 
named  the  interval  between  the  Flood  and  the  recommence- 
ment of  monarchy  ; and  Anianus  finding  this  interval  to  be 
162  years,  may  have  added  to  it  the  (1058  of  Polyhistor  + 
1184  instead  of  1200  = ) 2242,  which  were  obtained  only 
by  his  own  method  of  reduction  for  the  time  before  the 
Flood ; and  so  he  would  ascribe  to  Berosus  a reckoning  of 
(2242  + 162  = ) 2404  instead  of  his  true  reckoning  of  (2258 
+ 162  = ) 2420  years  to  the  recommencement  of  monarchy. 
Since  a choice  must  be  made,  it  may  be  safest  to  suppose 
that  Polyhistor  did  really  reckon  2404  years ; and  of  these 
consequently  below  the  Flood  only  146,  which  may  be 
described  as  14  sari,  3 neri,  and  6 sossi  equivalent  to  1752 
months,  or  52,560  days.  The  words  of  Syncellus  are  as 
follows: — “Alexander  Polyhistor  will  have  it  that  from 
this  year,  a.  m.  2405,”  (that  is,  from  after  a.  m.  2404) 
“ the  monarchy  of  the  Chahlajans  recommenced  after  the 
Flood,  fabling  as  before  of  sari,  neri,  and  sossi,  ,-tnd  of 
lxxxvi  Chalda:an  ” [the  words  “ and  Median  ” added  here 
by  Syncellus  are  his  own  alteration]  “ kings  who  reigned 
34,080  years,  or  9 sari,  2 neri,  and  8 sossi,  which  some  of 
our  ecclesiastical  historians  have  without  any  good  reason 
taken  to  represent  94  solar  years  and  8 [6]  months ; and  these, 
as  they  say,  come  down  to  the  year  of  the  world  [2242+  162 
+ 95  = ] 2499.”  “ 'AXsi-av&pos  6 HoXvtaTwp  ex  rovSe  roO 

five  KoapuKOv  irovs  fiovXerai  i raXiv  ryv  per  a rov  KaraxXvcrpov 
ru>v  Xa\8«(W  jiaatXdav  xardp^aoBai,  pvOoXoy mv  Sui  adpwv 
xal  in)pwv  xal  owaawv  /3ef3acnXsvKevai  Xa\8a(W  [*ai  MtjSaw] 
ftacnXels  7 ry’  tv  rpitrpvplois  erecri  xal  fnr',  tout’  eernv  ev  crapois 
6 xal  vijpois  Kal  aoxjaois  if,  airsp  rives  rwv  ixxXrjaiaarrixuv 
r/peovi  aropixdiv  ov  xaXws  HfeXtiftovro  irdXiv  e is  fnj  i/Xiaxd 
xal  pfjvas  rj  [r  ],  uirsp,  ms  <f>acnv,  els  to  fivlO'  eros  xoapixhv 
cwr pe^ei.v  (Sync.  Chronogr.,  p.  147,  ed.  Dind.)  Here 
then  Anianus  and  Panodorus  reduce  the  day-years  of  Bero- 
sus, not  dividing  as  before  by  365,  but  dividing  together 
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with  Polyhistor  and  Apollodorus  by  360,  without  any  express 
notice  of  the  epagomenoe.  For  360  in  34,080  go  94  times 
with  240  days  over ; but  365  would  have  gone  only  93  times 
with  135  days  over. 

The  restorer  of  the  postdiluvian  Babylon,  or  at  least  its 
first  king,  according  to  Berosus  and  Polyhistor,  was  neither 
Ninus  nor  Belus,  but  Euechius  (whom  therefore  Anianus 
and  Syncellus  identify  with  Nimrod  the  son  of  Cush).  He 
reigned  3 neri  and  5 sossi,  equivalent,  if  these  neri  and  sossi 
also  are  composed  of  day -years,  to  2100  days,  which  by  re- 
duction give  only  5 true  years  and  10  months : and  Syncellus, 
following  no  doubt  Anianus,  reckons  them  as  6 years. 

The  second  king  was  Chomasbclus,  a name  into  the  for- 
mation of  which  Belus  enters  as  a pre-existing  and  antedi- 
luvian deity.  So  the  pedigree  of  Ninus  given  by  Eusebius 
from  Abydenus  making  Belus  his  sixth  ancestor,  and  the 
reckoning  of  Castor  and  of  Syncellus  making  Belus  the 
immediate  predecessor  of  Ninus,  with  or  without  a fixed 
reign  in  years,  are  neither  of  them  from  Berosus.  But 
besides  this,  Belus  is  clearly  mentioned  by  Berosus  as  the 
deity  who  both  formed  the  antediluvian  world,  and  foretold 
to  Xisuthrus  the  Flood ; and  if  he  were  ever  said  by  the 
Babylonians  to  be  the  father  of  their  first  king,  this  was 
only  as  identified  with  the  first  ancestor  of  mankind,  Adam 
or  Noah.  Chomasbelus  reigned  4 neri  and  5 sossi,  equal  as 
reduced  by  Anianus  to  7 full  years  and  6 months,  reckoned 
by  him  and  by  Syncellus  as  7 years. 

These  two  kings,  Euechius  and  Chomasbelus,  were  fol- 
lowed in  the  .account  of  Berosus  by  Ixxxiv  others,  all  like 
them  “Chaldoeans;”  and  the  lxxxvi  names  of  these  Chaldseans 
were  all  transcribed  by  Polyhistor,  and  had  for  their  collec- 
tive reigns  a sum,  as  stated  from  Polyhistor  and  Eusebius 
by  Anianus  and  Syncellus,  of  9 sari,  2 neri,  and  8 sossi, 
making  34,080  nominal  years,  as  is  rightly  read  in  one  MS. 
of  Syncellus,  though  the  old  Armenian  version  of  Eusebius 
has  a variant  of  33,091.  These,  Syncellus  thought,  had 
improperly  been  reduced  by  the  ecclesiastical  historians 
Anianus  and  Panodorus,  as  if  days,  to  94  or  95  full  years. 
And  for  once  he  was  right  in  the  letter  of  his  criticism. 


Digitized  by  Google 


938 


APPENDIX. 


though  not  in  the  sense  intended.  For  the  principle  of 
reduction  rejected  by  himself  and  by  Eusebius  was  sound, 
though  the  application  made  of  it  was  generally  inaccurate 
and  arbitrary.  But  in  this  case  it  is  plain  even  at  first 
sight  that  94  or  95  years  cannot  possibly  represent  the 
reigns,  whether  historical  or  fictitious,  of  lxxxvi  kings.  They 
are  as  much  too  few  as  34,080  are  too  many.  And  besides, 
it  appears  from  the  terms  in  which  Synccllus  quotes  Poly- 
histor  that  these  lxxxvi  Chaldocan  kings  were  intended  to 
cover  the  interval  (whatever  Berosus  made  it  to  be)  between 
the  recommencement  of  monarchy  in  the  postdiluvian  Ba- 
bylon 146  years  after  the  Flood  and  that  capture  of  Babylon 
by  the  Modes  which  was  the  epoch  of  his  later  or  historical 
scries.  This  by  reckoning  upwards  from  b.C.  560,  and  from 
n.c.  710,  he  may  be  shown  to  have  placed  about  B.c.  (710  + 
526 +245 +458 +48 + 224  = ) 221 1,  if  no  account  betaken 
of  the  difference  between  Nabonassarian  and  fixed  years ; or 
else,  and  more  correctly,  at  Thoth  1 (then  at  Feb.  27),  in 
b.c.  2209.  But  no  one  can  suppose  that  between  the  end  of 
his  a.m.(2258  + 146  = ) 2404,  answering  to  the  Egyptian  a.m. 
(2263  + 146  = ) 2409,  in  B.C.  (5361  — 2409  vague  years  =) 
2954,  and  the  end  of  the  Egyptian  a.m.  3154,  in  b.c.  2209, 
Berosus  reckoned  either  so  few  as  95  or  so  many  as  34,080 
chronological  years.  Either  then  the  numbers  of  9 sari,  2 
neri,  and  8 sossi,  representing  34,080  nominal  years,  must  be 
altogether  corrupt,  or  some  other  group  or  groups  of  kings 
unknown  to  Polyhistor  and  to  Eusebius  must  have  followed 
before  the  Median  capture  of  Babylon,  or  the  method  of  re- 
duction employed  by  Anianus  must  in  the  case  of  these 
34,080  years  be  erroneous.  If  the  latter  alternative  be 
admitted,  one  must  examine  next  whether  they  may  not  be 
reducible  as  months,  like  the  nominal  years  of  the  Egyptians. 
No  doubt  there  is  a primd  facie  objection,  that  thus  we  shall 
be  imputing  to  Berosus  a double  reckoning,  not  only  for  his 
antehistorical  period  taken  as  a whole,  but  even  for  that 
division  of  it  which  is  below  the  Flood.  For  it  cannot  be 
supposed  that  the  first  52,560  nominal  years  below  the 
Flood  are  also  months,  seeing  that  they  will  not  divide  by 
12,  as  the  34,080  do,  without  a remainder.  Unhappily 
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there  is  nothing  preserved  from  Berosus  to  fix  with  certainty 
his  computation  for  the  interval  with  which  we  are  con- 
cerned. All  that  can  be.  said  is  this,  that  if  instead  of 
cutting  off  about  7 months  like  the  Egyptians,  he  antedated 
by  about  5 months  his  commencement  of  human  time  in 
order  to  begin  with  the  movable  Thoth,  then  at  April  25, 
and  differed  from  them  by  6 years  (ostensibly  by  only  5) 
before  the  Flood,  but  agreed  with  them  below  it,  then,  by 
the  help  of  their  parallel  reckoning  we  may  collect  that 
between  the  re-establishment  of  monarchy  at  Babylon  146 
years  after  the  Flood  and  its  capture  by  the  Medes  Berosus 
had,  or  understood,  an  interval  of  745  vague  years.  These 
would  be  72  sari,  5 neri,  and  6 sossi,  equivalent  to  8920 
months,  or  267,840  days;  and  they  are  to  be  reckoned 
from  Thoth  1,  Feb.  27,  in  the  Julian  B.c.  2209,  the  date  of 
the  Median  capture  of  Babylon  and  the  head  of  the  Egyp- 
tian a.m.  3155,  up  to  Thoth  1 in  B.C.  2952,  the  head  of  the 
Egyptian  a.m.  (3155  — 745  = ) 2410,  assumed  to  correspond 
to  the  Chaldasan  a.m.  (2263-5  = 2258  + 146+1  = ) 2405. 
The  34,080  nominal  years,  however,  of  those  lxxxvi  Chal- 
datan  kings,  who  by  their  position  seem  intended  to  cover 
this  interval,  when  taken  for  months  and  divided  by  12, 
do  not  produce  the  sum  wanted  of  745  vague  years,  nor 
any  other  at  all  like  it.  They  give  instead  a sum  of  2840 
years.  This  is  not  what  we  were  seeking;  but  it  may 
nevertheless  afford  a clue.  For  2840  years  are  a sum  not 
incapable  of  being  attached  to  lxxxvi  reigns,  to  which  it 
gives  33^y  years  each,  showing  that  time  is  here  measured 
in  life-generations  rather  than  in  historical  reigns,  though  the 
lxxxvi  names  themselves  may  be  historical.  On  the  other 
hand,  if  we  assume  745  vague  years  to  be  the  true  in- 
terval with  which  the  lxxxvi  names  are  by  their  position 
connected,  and,  dropping  for  the  moment  the  34,080  nominal 
years  given  to  them,  divide  745  by  86,  the  quotient  is  8*  J, 
so  that  these  kings  would  seem  to  reign  only  about  8 years 
and  a half  each ; an  average  which,  for  patriarchal  times 
at  least,  is  plainly  too  low.  And,  even  if  it  were  otherwise, 
the  sum  of  745  years  would  be  attached  to  the  lxxxvi  names 
only  by  an  inference  or  conjecture  of  our  own,  while  that 
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of  34,080,  reducible,  it  may  be,  to  2840,  is  distinctly  attached 
to  them  by  Berosus  himself. 

Whatever  may  be  the  true  account  of  it,  the  sum  of  2840 
full  years,  if  understood  to  be  given,  under  the  form  of 
34,080  month-years,  to  the  Ixxxvi  kings,  is  very  similar  both 
in  its  amount  and  in  its  relative  position  in  the  scheme  of 
Berosus  to  the  (3750  — 903  = ) 2847  unchronological  years 
of  kings  rising  up  above  the  true  epoch  of  Menes  (b.c. 
2224),  in  the  Hieratic  scheme  of  the  Egyptians.  And  if 
we  compare  the  Egyptian  sum  of  2847  unchronological 
years,  seeming  to  end  in  b.c.  2224,  with  the  Chnldiean  sum 
of  2840  unchronological  years,  seeming  to  end  in  b.c.  2209, 
the  apparent  commencement  of  the  Chaldaian  kings  will  be 
at  B.C.  (2209  + 2840  = ) 5047,  just  22  years  lower  than  the 
apparent  epoch  of  Menes,  which  is  at  B.c.  (2224  + 2847  = ) 
5069,  in  the  Hieratic  scheme  of  the  Egyptians.  But  in  this 
there  will  be  a wide  difference,  that  while  the  kings  of  the 
Egyptian  Hieratic  list  are  very  numerous  in  proportion  to 
their  years,  being  no  fewer  than  (eccxxx  — xxxvii  = ) ccxciii  to 
the  2847  years,  with  an  average  of  less  than  10  years  to  each, 
and  the  whole  list — both  names  and  years — though  presented 
unchronologically  is  manifestly  historical,  the  Babylonian 
number  of  only  Ixxxvi  kings  to  2840  years,  with  reigns  ex- 
ceeding 33  years  each,  stands  to  the  Egyptian  in  a relation 
much  like  that  of  the  first  six  dynasties  of  Manetho’s  kings 
to  those  of  the  Hieratic  list.  Hence  it  would  be  natural  to 
infer,  that  Berosus’s  group  of  Ixxxvi  unchronological  kings, 
with  2840  years,  was  purposely  arranged,  from  whatever 
materials,  so  as  to  match  the  Egyptians,  only  with  much 
fewer  names  to  nearly  the  same  number  of  years,  so  as  to 
have  reigns  of  the  most  venerable  length,  instead  of  reigns 
of  a contemptible  shortness.  But  after  it  has  once  been 
perceived  that  the  34,080  nominal  years,  when  reduced  as 
months,  point  to  86  generations  rather  than  reigns,  both 
the  sum  of  full  years  obtained,  and  the  number  of  the 
generations,  suggests  the  suspicion  that  they  are  meant  to 
indicate  the  whole  number  of  generations  and  the  whole 
number  of  years  of  the  existing  world,  not  merely,  as 
Eusebius  understood,  “ from  the  Flood  to  the  Median 
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occupation  of  Babylon,”  but  from  the  Flood  to  Alexander, 
or  to  Berosus’s  own  time.  The  number  of  generations,  if  it 
be  compared  with  those  of  the  Old  Chronicle,  suits  well. 
For  the  Chronicle  made  cxiii  in  all  to  Nectanebo  and  Ochus. 
And  if  from  these  we  deduct  xiv  for  the  sun-god  Ka  and  the 
xiii  antediluvian  ancestors,  and  again  the  xv  “of  the  Cycle” 
which  are,  thrown  up,  there  remain  (cxiii— xxx  = ) lxxxiv  for 
the  postdiluvian  world,  to  answer  to  the  lxxxvi  of  Berosus, 
who  may  reckon  to  a point  two  generations  later  than  that  of 
the  Chronicle.  And  for  the  years,  if  we  reckon  downwards 
86  generations,  with  2840  vague  years  from  Thoth  1,  in  b.c. 
3100,  the  head  of  the  Egyptian  a.m.  2264,  and  of  the  Chaldajan 
a.m.  2259,  when  the  Flood  was  in  truth  just  ended,  they 
take  us  down  (146  + 745  + 1181  + 68  = 2840)  to  Thoth  1, 
Oct.  28,  in  b.c.  262,  that  is,  to  the  end  of  the  last  full  year 
of  Antiochus  Soter,  to  whom  Berosus  is  said  hy  some  to 
have  dedicated  his  work,  while  Eusebius  and  others  under- 
stand it  to  have  been  dedicated  to  Antiochus  0£oy,  who 
succeeded  a few  months  later. 

It  is  observable  that  a passage  of  Simplicius  ( Comment,  in 
Arist.  De  Casio,  lib.  ii.,  as  referred  to  by  Lepsius),  which  used 
to  be  quoted  with  a different  reading  of  1903  years,  exhibits 
a sum  of  31,000  years,  or  more  (for  it  is  plainly  a round  num- 
ber), similar  to  the  34,080  of  Berosus,  and  perhaps  earlier 
than  his  time: — “8td  to  fiiprco  t as  inro  KaAXurOtvovs  ex  Ha(3v- 
Xiovos  eKTrejAtfideiaai  Tqpijaus  r}xsu>  sis  rljv  'EXAttSa,  ' ApiaroTt- 
X ovs  tovto  imoKJj'tyainos  airrrp,  as  laropsl  lloptpvpios  stoiv 
elvai  xal  pvpidSav  Tpidn>  sais  ran*  ’A\s£uv8pov  rov 

M axeSovos  ato'Cpp.svas  \p6wuv.”  Thus  the  Greek  text  is  now 
printed  in  the  edition  of  the  Berlin  Acad.  p.  503,  with  a note 
that,  instead  of  p.vpid8asv,  Aldus  in  A.D.  1526,  p.  123,  printed 
ei’vaxoalcDV,  which,  however,  was  only  a retranslation  from 
the  Latin.  Clinton,  therefore,  gives  up  the  1903  years;  but 
Lepsius  and  Bunseu  still  think  this  the  true  reading.  And, 
no  doubt,  observations  going  back  1903  years  are  much 
more  likely  to  have  been  obtained  or  sent  by  Callisthenes 
than  observations  going  back  31,000.  But  it  does  not  aj>- 
pear  that  there  is  anything  more  in  the  passage  than  this, 
that  according  to  Porphyry,  or  at  most  according  to  the  lan- 
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guage  of  exaggeration  repeated  by  Callistlienes,  the  obser- 
vations taken  and  kept  at  Babylon  went  back  31,000  years 
from  the  time  of  Alexander.  And,  if  this  was  told  to  Por- 
phyry, one  may  suppose  that  the  reckoning  went  back  to 
some  epoch  lower  than  Berosus’s  date  for  the  Flood,  such 
as  the  Median  capture  of  Babylon,  which  would  suit  within 
22  years  for  the  reading  1903  (since  B.C.  330+  1903  = 
2231  — 2209  = 22),  or  to  some  true  date  for  the  commence- 
ment of  the  monarchy,  about  the  time  of  the  Dispersion,  or, 
at  the  highest,  to  the  fabulous  ( genealogical ) epoch  of  the 
restoration  of  Babylon  after  the  Flood.  And  the  sum  of 
31,000,  like  that  of  34,080  (with  which  it  should  be  coin- 
cident for  so  far  as  it  goes  back),  of  itself  suggests  the  anti- 
cipation that  it  cannot,  for  the  bulk  of  it,  consist  of  days  any 
more  than  of  full  years,  but  may  probably  consist  of  months. 
If  we  divide  the  whole  round  sum  of  31,000  by  12,  we  shall 
obtain  from  it  for  the  quotient  2583^  , so  that  the  exact  num- 
ber of  months  must  have  been  at  least  (31,000  + 8 = ) 31,008. 
And  reckoned  back  from  B.c.  336,  the  2584  vague  years  would 
take  us  up  to  the  Julian  b.c.  (336  + 2584  =)  2918,  a date 
which  is  short  by  only  (2954  — 2918  = ) 36  years  of  Berosus’s 
fabulous  epoch  for  the  renewal  of  Babylon  and  its  monarchy 
146  years  after  the  Flood.  But  there  is  nothing  to  fix  the 
number  of  months  neglected  in  the  round  sum  of  31,000  to 
be  only  8.  It  is  more  probable,  then,  that  the  true  comple- 
ment of  this  round  sum  is  (36  x 12  = 432  + 8 = ) 440.  And 
then  the  2620  vague  years  represented  by  the  31,000,  or 
more  exactly  31,440  months,  will  take  us  up  from  B.c.  336 
to  b.c.  336  + 2620  = ) 2954,  which  is  the  exact  epoch  of 
Berosus.  And  Babylonian  observations  could  well  be  pre- 
tended to  Callisthenes,  or  collected  by  Porphyry,  to  have 
gone  back  further. 

It  may  be  that  the  fancy  of  multiplying  a certain  number 
of  the  earlier  years  into  months,  and  calling  them  years, 
was  first  learned  from  Egypt  by  the  Babylonians,  and  by 
Berosus  himself,  and  that  it  was  afterwards  improved  upon 
by  multiplying  months  into  days,  and  calling  these  days 
years.  And  if  Berosus  wished  to  insert  in  his  work  his 
own  chronological  reckoning  for  the  existing  world  in  one 
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distinct  sum,  using  lxxxvi  antehistorical  names  as  vehicles 
for  as  many  abstract  generations,  he  might  think  it  conve- 
nient to  express  this  sum  in  peculiar  terms  of  its  own,  and 
so  might  retain  for  it  the  Egyptian  form  of  expansion,  in 
order  to  separate  it  from  those  other  years  of  his  series 
which  ostensibly  preceded  and  followed  it,  but  with  which 
it  did  not  really  combine.  So,  if  we  have  concluded  on 
separate  grounds  that  the  9 sari,  2 ncri,  and  8 sossi  given  to 
the  lxxxvi  antehistorical  Chaldaean  kings  cannot  consist  of 
days  or  years,  but  may  consist  of  months,  and  that,  whether 
they  consist  of  days,  months,  or  years,  they  are  in  every 
case  alike  incapable  of  representing  the  chronological  in- 
terval between  Berosus’s  a.m.  2404,  and  the  Median  capture 
of  Babylon  in  B.C.  2209,  these  conclusions  do  away  with  the 
prima  facie  objection  against  an  anomalous  reckoning  of  this 
one  sum  in  sari,  neri,  and  sossi,  of  months  instead  of  days  ; 
or,  rather,  they  create  a presumption  in  its  favour.  As  for 
the  lxxxvi  kings  themselves,  to  whom  these  years  were 
ostensibly  attached,  but  of  whose  historical  reigns  or  gene- 
rations they  represent  neither  the  chronological  nor  the 
collective  sum,  it  may  be  that  they  were  a mixed  group, 
consisting  in  part  of  kings  properly  so  called,  who  reigned 
concurrently  in  different  cities,  besides  Babylon  and  Nineveh, 
whether  all  before,  or  all  after,  or  some  before  and  some 
after,  the  Median  occupation  of  Babylon ; and  besides  these, 
the  list  may  have  contained  at  its  head  — and  probably  did 
contain  — the  names  of  patriarchal  ancestors,  which  justified 
in  some  sense  the  pretence  that  it  began  only  146  years  be- 
low the  Flood,  or  even,  as  Eusebius  understood,  from  the 
Flood  itself.  For  ‘‘from  the  Flood,”  he  says,  “to  the  Me- 
dian occupation  of  Babylon,  Polyhistor  gives  from  Berosus 
lxxxvi  kings,  and  a sum  of  33,091  [34,080]  years.”  So  we 
find  that  the  first  two  ancestors,  or  kings,  named  Eucchius 
and  Chomasbelus,  have  reigns  attached  to  them  not  of  such 
absurd  and  anomalous  shortness  as  they  seem  to  have  by  the 
reduction  of  Anianus,  but  of  175  and  225  years  respectively, 
suitable  to  the  patriarchal  antiquity  at  which  they  are 
placed.  We  are  told  that,  among  other  ancient  Chaldatan 
names,  Berosus  mentioned  that  of  Abraham,  the  ancestor  of 
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the  Hebrews,  as  “ a wise  man  who  was  skilled  in  the  know- 
ledge of  the  heavens,  who  lived  in  the  tenth  generation  after 
the  Flood.”  But  the  most  important  allusion  and  confirma- 
tion of  the  view  which  has  been  advanced  is  found  in  a few 
words  of  Josephus,  who  in  his  work  against  Apion  (lib.  i. 
19),  asserts  that  Berosus,  “ after  writing  of  Noah  (Xisu- 
thrus),  and  relating  that  the  Ark  settled  upon  the  mountains 
of  Armenia,  gave  a catalogue  of  the  posterity  of  Noah,  and 
added  to  the  tiames  their  years  ; and  so,  at  length  came  down 
to  the  mention  of  Nabopolassar  and  his  son  Nebuchadnezzar, 
who  invaded  Judaja.”  “ lirjpcoacros  o XaX&alos  rah  dpyyuoTu- 
rais  hraKoXovdtov  dvaypaipais  rrept  re  too  yevoyivov  Kara - 
/eXvapov  . . . Kaddirsp  McoOcrf/s  . . teal  rrspi  rfjs  XdpvaKos  . . . 
elra  lovs  utto  N tix^ov  KaraXeyatv,  /cal  roiis  •ypovovs  avrois 
irpooTideis,  sttl  'XafioiroXaaaapov  rrn payiveral  too  Ha(3vXcdi>os 
/cal  XaXSaicov  ftaaiXta,”  k.  r.  X.  So  this  list  of  names  of 
the  posterity  of  Noah,  with  their  years,  forming  the  com- 
mencement of  the  same  series  which  was  continued  down 
to  Nabopolassar  and  to  Alexander,  cannot  well  be  anything 
else  than  that  list  of  lxxxvi  names  which  was  transcribed  by 
Polyhistor,  and  which  covered  the  space  from  the  Flood  to 
the  Median  capture  of  Babylon.  And  if  so,  since  the 
names  and  years  below  this  epoch  are  the  continuation  of 
the  preceding,  the  34,080  years  of  the  lxxxvi  kings  must 
(if  at  all  connected  with  them  historically)  be  reducible,  so 
as  not  to  exceed  the  true  number  of  full  chronological  years 
between  the  Flood  and  the  capture  of  Babylon.  Their  re- 
lation, then,  to  the  whole  chronological  space  which  they 
either  truly  or  only  ostensibly  occupy,  is  analogous,  and  in 
some  sense  opposite,  to  that  in  which  the  vm  Demigods  of 
the  Old  Egyptian  Chronicle  stand  to  the  whole  chronolo- 
gical space  which  they  either  only  ostensibly  or  truly  occupy. 
For  the  lxxxvi  Chahheans  occupy  historically  only  a small 
portion,  viz.  745,  or  at  most  (146  + 745  = ) 891,  of  the  2840 
years  which  their  collective  reigns  are  contrived  to  over- 
shadow ; while  the  vm  Demigods  of  the  Egyptian  Chro- 
nicle occupy  ostensibly  only  a small  part,  viz.  217  of  the 
876  years  which  historically  they  might  claim. 

In  the  absence  of  Berosus’s  own  text,  or  even  that  of 
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Polyliistor,  without  the  help  of  that  cyclical  measurement 
and  symmetry  which  distinguishes  the  Egyptian  schemes, 
and  having  for  the  most  part  in  the  allusions  of  other 
writers  only  round  numbers  instead  of  the  exact  sums 
alluded  to,  one  must  be  content  with  probable  instead  of 
certain  conclusions.  But  if  that  chronological  break  in  the 
reckoning  by  full  years  or  by  sari,  neri,  and  sossi,  which 
exists  in  our  notices,  at  the  point  where  the  anomalous 
34,080  years  of  the  Ixxxvi  kings  are  mentioned,  be  filled  up 
conjecturally  from  the  parallel  Egyptian  reckoning  with  745 
vague  years,  and  these  are  allowed  to  have  been  occupied 
by  some  or  all  of  the  Ixxxvi  antehistorical  kings,  we  shall 
have  made  out  for  Berosus — 

I.  Before  the  Flood : — 


Years. 

Months. 

Days. 

Sari. 

Neri. 

Sossi. 

1058 

12,696 

380,880 

105 

4 

8 

1200 

14,400 

432,000 

120 

0 

0 

2258 

27,096 

812,880 

225 

4 

8 

II.  After  the  Flood,  before  the  Median  capture  of  Baby- 

Ion : — 

Years. 

Months. 

Days. 

Sari. 

Neri. 

Sosii. 

146 

1752 

52,560 

14 

8 

C 

325 

3900 

117,000 

32 

8 

0 

420 

5040 

151,200 

42 

0 

0 

891 

10,692 

320,760 

89 

0 

6 

Total  of  antehistorical 

years  before  and  after  the  Flood: — 

Years. 

Months. 

Days. 

Sari. 

Neri. 

Sossi. 

3149 

37,788 

1,133,640 

314 

5 

4 

III.  Historical  years  below  Thoth  1,  in  B.c.  2209: — , 

1881  to  the  cosrnocracv  of  Alexander,  in  B.C.  330. 

34  to  the  date  of  Beroatts’s  writing,  in  b.c.  296? 

34  to  the  death  of  Antiochus  Soter,  set  in  8.C.  262. 

Total  5098  full  years  of  human  time. 

But  5098—2258  = 2840,  these  2840  being  resolvable  into 
34,080  months  from  the  Flood  to  the  end  of  the  last  full 
year  of  Antiochus  Soter,  in  b.c.  262. 

A statement  is  preserved  by  Syncellus  from  Alexander 
3 p 
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Polyhistor  to  the  effect  that  Berosus  in  the  introductory 
part  of  his  work  professed  to  have  had  access  in  [the  postdi- 
luvian] Babylon  to  records  of  “ about  15  myriads,”  or 
“something  over  15  myriads”  of  years: — “/cal  eiipwv  eu 
Ba/3iAtort  ttoWwv  dvaypa<f>as  c^vXaaaopsvas  h TipeXcot,  ac 
Trepisi%oi>  ercav  pvptdBas  rrov  Be/cawivre  /cal  pi/cpbv  repos," 
k.  r.  ; and  again : — “ lh/pcoaabs  in  r/j  a'  raw  Tia/3v\ciivta/cct>y 
cf/rjen  yeveadai  pev  ainov  /card  ’A Xe^avBpov  roe 
t i)v  rj\iKiav  ’ dvaypacjxis  Be  rroXXwn  iv  RaffvXwvi  <f>v\dcrae<T0ac 
fierce  rroXXijs  impeXeias  arro  ero>v  rrov  irrrep  pvpidBcov  Be/ca- 
rrtvre  rTepti\ovaas  yponov."  (Sync.,  pp.  25  and  50,  ed.  Dind.) 

From  this  sum  of  “ something  over  15  myriads  ” it  may  be 
possible  to  recover  in  terms  of  Berosus’s  own  reckoning 
some  portion  at  least  of  those  745  years  which  have  been 
given  to  him  above  only  on  conjecture.  The  sum  ends 
ostensibly  at  Berosus’s  own  date,  and  it  matters  not  even  if 
we  are  a little  wide  of  the  mark  of  guessing  at  this  date,  as 
the  bulk  of  the  sum  manifestly  consists  of  multiples  of  360, 
representing  years  anterior  to  the  Median  capture  of  Babylon 
in  b.c.  2209.  At  the  earliest,  the  whole  sum  may  be  sup- 
posed to  end  at  the  Macedonian  or  the  Persian  accession  of 
Alexander,  down  to  which  Berosus  brought  his  narrative  ; at 
the  latest,  at  the  date  when  the  work  was  completed  and 
dedicated  to  the  third  Macedonian  king  after  Alexander, 
(rip  per’  aurov  rptrep),  whether  Antiochus  Soter  or  Antiochus 
©eor.  Between  these  some  intermediate  date,  but  nearer  to 
the  last,  might  represent  the  time  when  he  was  actually 
writing  that  passage  at  the  beginning  of  “ his  First  Book," 
in  which  the  sum  of  15  myriads  was  named.  And  since  the 
records  preserved  at  Babylon  could  not  be  older  than  the 
nation  and  the  city  itself,  and  the  year  146  after  the  Flood, 
where  Berosus  puts  the  renewal  of  Babylon  and  of  monarchy, 
is  plainly  too  high  for  anything  except  some  epoch  in  a 
genealogy  of  postdiluvian  ancestors,  we  may  presume  that 
the  commencement  of  the  mythological  part  of  the  15  my- 
riads will  be  from  Berosus’s  truer  but  esoteric  date  for  the 
formation  of  monarchies  whether  at  Babylon  or  elsewhere, 
answering  more  or  less  closely  to  the  date  of  Dispersion.  In- 
. deed  we  know  that  he  gave  a distinct  account  of  the  building 
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of  the  tower  of  Babel,  quoted  from  Polyhistor  and  Abydenus 
by  Eusebius ; and  from  it  he  would  pass  naturally  to  some 
mention  of  that  rise  of  separate  nations  and  monarchies  which 
soon  after  ensued.  Thus  much  premised,  if  we  set  aside 
412  times  360,  or  148,320  day-years,  ending  at  Thoth  1,  in 
B.C.  2209, and  beginning  consequently  in  B.C.  (2209  + 412  = ) 
2621  (the  80th  of  Peleg),  there  will  still  be  left  included  in 
the  sum  of  150,000  as  many  as  1680  vague  historical  years, 
taking  us  down  to  the  Julian  B.c.  (2209  — 1680  = ) 530; 
and  we  know  that  yet  more  years  remain  to  be  added,  not 
only  because  we  are  still  200  years  short  even  of  Alexander, 
to  say  nothing  of  Berosus’s  own  date,  but  also  because  Syn- 
cellus  expressly  says  that  the  15  myriads  were  a round 
number  with  something  over. 

Four  hundred  and  twelve  multiples  of  360  or  148,320 
day-years  from  b.c.  (2209  + 412=)  2621  to  B.c.  2209,  with 
a continuation  of  1875  or  1881  full  years  to  B.C.  336  or  B.C. 
330,  making  together  150,195  or  150,201  nominal  years, 
are  the  lowest  possible  sums  which  will  combine  so  as  to 
make  “15  myriads  and  something  over  ” to  a date  capable 
of  being  connected  with  Berosus.  But  this  minimum  com- 
bined sum  may  be  short  either  at  top  or  at  bottom,  or  at 
both,  of  the  actual  sum.  And  though  the  precise  amount  of 
the  addition  or  additions  needed  may  not  be  determinable 
for  want  of  data,  the  extreme  limits  within  which  they  must 
be  included  may  be  fixed  without  difficulty.  For  at  the 
bottom  we  may,  if  we  please,  suppose  the  date  to  have  been 
as  low  as  the  end  of  the  last  year  of  Antiochus  Sotcr,  and 
the  beginning  of  the  first  of  Antiochus  0eoy,  at  Oct-  28  in 
B.C.  262,  when  Berosus,  if  born  as  he  says  he  was  in  the  time 
of  Alexander,  may  have  been  from  70  to  80  years  old.  But 
we  cannot  well  suppose  it  to  have  been  later.  Seventy-four 
years  then  at  most  from  b.c.  336,  or  sixty-eight  from  B.C. 
330,  may  need  to  be  added  at  the  end  of  our  minimum  sum 
of  150,195  or  150,201  years,  which  so  might  be  increased  at 
most  to  (150,201  + 68=)  150,269.  But  “15  myriads  and 
a little  over”  being  a round  sum,  in  which  myriads  only 
are  named,  we  cannot  be  sure  that  the  “ little  over  ” is  con- 
fined to  units,  or  even  to  hundreds ; but,  to  be  safe,  we 
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must  think  of  myriads.  The  terms  used  would  be  improper 
if  the  excess  over  150,000  were  not  small  in  comparison 
with  even  one  myriad ; but  anything  under  — or  but  little 
over  — a quarter  of  a myriad  might  in  relation  to  such  a 
sum  as  150,000  be  called  “ a little.”  Consequently,  though 
the  nearer  the  sum  is  to  1 50,000  the  more  closely  it  answers 
to  the  description  given  of  it,  we  must  admit  that  some  one 
or  other  out  of  11  or  12  distinct  additions  — from  that  of 
once  360  up  to  that  of  seven  or  eight  times  360  or  (360  x 
8 = ) 2880  — may  be  needed  at  the  top  of  our  former  sum, 
which  so  might  be  brought  up  at  most  to  (150,269  + 2880=  ) 
153,149.  So  the  reckoning  must  be  supposed  to  begin  not 
higher  than  Thoth  1 in  b.c.  (2209  + 412  + 8 = ) 2629,  which 
is  471  years  below  the  Flood,  in  the  72nd  year  of  Peleg, 
nor  later  than  B.C.  2621  ; and  it  must  end  not  earlier  than  at 
Thoth  1 in  b.c.  336,  nor  much,  if  at  all,  later  than  at 
Thoth  1 in  B.c.  262.  Whatever  be  the  exact  number,  it  is 
to  be  borne  in  mind  that  it  was  mentioned  by  Berosus  him- 
self in  connection  with  records  preserved,  as  he  pretended, 
in  the  postdiluvian  Babylon. 

But  there  is  another  sum  so  closely  resembling  this  in 
amount,  that  the  two  must  either  entirely  or  for  the  most 
part  coincide  with  one  another.  This  is  a sum  of  153,075 
nominal  years,  which  is  mentioned  by  St.  Theophilus  of 
Antioch,  as  reckoned  by  “ Apollonius  the  Egyptian  ” (that 
is,  probably,  by  his  contemporary  Apollonius  Dyscolus)  to 
the  existing  world  since  the  Flood.  “ Apollonius,”  he  says, 
pretended  “ toy  z/Sr;  pvpidBas  hoiv  is  e\r)\v6evai  zeal  rpia^iXia 
iff&ofxpKovra  iriyrrt.  TaOra  p-tv  ovv  ’ AiroXXoivtot  6 Aijvtttlos 
uTTopei.”  {Ad  Autolyc.  lib.  iii.  16.)  The  sum  is  manifestly 
of  Chaldeean  not  Egyptian  origin,  though  it  is  spoken  of  as 
if  it  were  brought  down  to  Apollonius’s  own  time.  It  may 
then  be  the  very  sum  itself  named  by  Berosus,  since  that 
was  stated  by  Polyhistor  in  round  numbers  as  “ 15  myriads, 
and  a little  more ; ” and  this,  which  is  not  in  round  numbers, 
has  15  myriads,  and  3075  besides,  an  excess  not  too  great 
to  be  covered  by  the  words  “ a little  more.”  If  we  assume 
that  it  is  the  very  same  sum,  and  setting  aside  first  1875 
full  years  as  the  minimum  needed  for  the  continuation  from 
b.c.  2209  to  b c.  336,  divide  the  rest  of  the  sum,  viz. 
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(153,075  — 1875=)  151,200,  by  360,  the  quotient  is  just 
420,  without  a remainder. 

420x360=151,200  from  b.C.  2629  to  b.C.  2209. 

1875  = 1875  from  B.C.  2209  to  B.C.  336. 

2295  = 153,075* 

So  it  would  appear  that  Berosus’s  esoteric  epoch  for  the 
Babylonian  monarchy,  from  which  the  earliest  of  his  pre- 
tended records  dated,  was  in  B.C.  (2209  + 420  = ) 2629  ; and 
that  the  “ 15  myriads  and  something  over,”  being  in  truth 
153,075  nominal  years,  were  brought  down  only  to  the 
Macedonian  accession  of  Alexander;  whereas  one  would 
have  expected  at  the  earliest  his  Persian  accession,  1881 
vague  years  from  B.C.  2209,  or  rather  (in  this  instance) 
Berosus’s  own  date  from  40  to  60  years  lower.  It  cannot, 
however,  be  concluded  with  much  confidence  that  this  sum 
of  Apollonius  is  simply  identical  with  that  of  Polyhistor  and 
Berosus ; at  least  not,  if  it  referred  — as  St.  Theophilus  un- 
derstood it  to  refer  — to  the  antiquity  not  merely  of  Baby- 
lonian records  but  of  the  world  itself  since  the  Flood.  These 
two  epochs  — at  any  rate  for  Berosus  — were  distinct. 
And  one  may  account  for  the  sum  of  153,075  in  such  a way 
that  it  may  both  really  go  back  to  the  epoch  of  the  Flood, 
and  also,  if  that  be  worth  while,  may  reach  down  to  Apollo- 
nius’s own  time.  For,  if  the  sum  of  2840  full  years  of  the 
lxxxvi  kings  considered  above  and  supposed  to  be  Berosus’s 
reckoning  from  the  Flood  to  B.c.  262  be  taken  first,  and  to 
this  there  be  added  another  sum  of  150,235  nominal  years, 
answering  to  the  description  of  “ 15  myriads  and  a little 
over,”  the  two  together  will  make  153,075,  as  in  the  sub- 
joined analysis : — 


lxxxvi  kings. 

Records  at  Babylon.  Years  from  the  Flood. 

146 

B.C.  3100  to  B.C.  2954. 

333 

B.c.  2954  to  B.c.  2621. 

412 

= 

148,320  b.c.  2621  to  B.c.  2209. 

1915 

= 

1,915  b.c.  2209  to  b.c.  296. 

34 

....  b.c.  296  to  b.c.  262.. 

2840  + 150,235  = 153,075  of  Apollonius. 
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The  sum  2840,  being  obtained  by  reduction  from  the 
years  of  the  lxxxvi  anteliistorieal  kings  might  easily  be 
mixed  up  with  other  reckonings  of  Berosus  from  which  it 
was  really  distinct.  And  if  this  were  so,  the  whole  of  the 
2840  years,  except  the  first  146  and  the  last  34,  would  of 
course  be  reduplicated  by  the  addition  of  Berosus’s  other 
sum  of  150,235  (supposing  this  to  be  bis)  as  if  it  were  the 
continuation  of  the  years  of  the  first  lxxxvi  kings.  The 
sum  itself  of  150,235,  required  on  this  hypothesis,  is  not  the 
same  as  that  which  was  preferred  above,  but  it  is  one  equally 
admissible;  and  it  would  begin  not  in  b.c.  (2209  + 420  = ) 
2629,  but  in  B.C.  (2209  + 412  = ) 2621,  and  would  end  not 
in  B.C.  336  but  in  B.C.  296,  a date  15  years  before  the  acces- 
sion of  Antiochus  Soter,  and  earlier  than  seems  to  suit  for 
Berosus’s  own  date,  at  any  rate  for  that  of  the  completion  of 
his  work.  But  Apollonius,  who  lived  about  the  middle  of 
the  2nd  century  after  Christ — he  went  to  Rome  in  the 
reign  of  Marcus  Aurelius  — and  who  probably  knew  that 
the  bulk  of  the  15  myriads  and  more  of  Berosus  represented 
a sum  of  420  or  412  full  years,  may  have  thought  that  the 
whole  sum  of  150,235,  or  somewhat  more  or  fewer,  accord- 
ing to  the  date  of  their  commencement,  might  be  appro- 
priated by  himself  in  the  same  sense,  and  so,  being  included 
in  his  sum,  as  if  all  days,  might  represent  a continuation  of 
.about  417  years  and  115  days,  bringing  down  the  reckoning 
of  Berosus  from  B.C.  262,  or  any  earlier  date  he  pleased,  to 
A.D.  156,  or  thereabouts,  which  would  suit  for  his  own  time. 

Whether  Berosus  himself  expressed  uniformly  all  his 
reckonings  down  to  Thoth  1,  in  the  Julian  year  B.c.  2209, 
in  terms  of  sari,  neri,  and  sossi,  and  again  expanded  uni- 
formly all  these  into  their  equivalent  sums  of  day -years,  is 
uncertain,  since  no  such  sum  as  113  myriads  and  more, 
which  they  would  make  collectively,  has  been  imputed  to 
him  by  any  allusion  or  citation  still  extant.  And  he  may 
have  presented  mixed  sums,  like  the  first  24,900  nominal 
years  of  Manctho  (see  above,  Vol.  I.  p.  129),  in  which,  though 
the  whole  belong  to  the  anteliistorieal  period,  resolvable  into 
month-years,  only  24,000  are  in  fact  such  month-years, 
while  the  other  900  are  full.  But  since,  besides  that  of  the 
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“ 15  myriads  and  something  over,”  or  the  “ 153,075” 
already  noticed,  one  or  two  other  great  sums  different  from 
this,  and  larger,  are  also  ascribed  to  Berosus,  or  to  the  Baby- 
lonians whom  he  represents,  it  is  probable  that  the  different 
sums  thus  mentioned  are  all,  like  the  Egyptian  sums  of 
Diodorus,  referable  to  one  greater  whole,  by  the  knowledge 
of  which  only  they  can  be  explained.  Thus  Pliny  (Hist. 
Nat.  lib.  vii.  56),  in  discussing  the  antiquity  of  the  use  of 
letters,  writes: — “E  diverso  Epigenes  apud  Babylonios 
dccxx  [millia]  annorum  observationes  sidcrum  coctilibus 
laterculis  inscriptas  docct,  gravis  auctor  in  primis : qui  mini- 
mum, Berosus  et  Critodemus,  cccclxxx  [ccccxc  in  all  the 
MSS.  according  to  the  editor],  ex  quo  apparet  aiternum  litte- 
rarum  usum.”  Here  720,000  years,  and  480,000  or  490,000, 
are  mentioned  by  Pliny  as  the  highest  and  lowest  Chahkean 
reckonings  he  had  heard  of,  not  indeed  since  the  origin  of 
the  world  or  of  mankind,  but  since  the  first  recording  of 
written  observations  at  Babylon:  and  it  is  remarkable  that 
480,000  years  should  here  be  named  from  Berosus,  when 
yet  it  appears  from  Polyhistor  that  Berosus  carried  up  the 
antiquity  of  written  records  at  Babylon  no  higher  than 
about  150,000  years  before  his  own  time.  Africanus,  too, 
as  cited  by  Eusebius  and  Syncellus,  mentions  the  same  sum 
of  480,000  years  as  is  quoted  from  Critodemus  by  Pliny:  — 
"tov  rwr  Xa\Baiwv  \fjpov,  rov  tSiv  pif  pvpiaBwv,  ri  Set  \eysiv ; ” 
This  sum,  then,  of  480,000  years  (in  round  numbers)  was 
really  mentioned,  as  it  seems,  by  Berosus,  and  either  ex- 
pressly or  by  implication  in  connection  with  the  use  of 
letters;  and  it  is  a distinct  sum  from  the  150,000  and  more 
certainly  named  by  him  in  what  looks  like,  but  cannot  be 
exactly,  the  same  connection.  We  know,  in  fact,  that  Be- 
rosus distinguished  not  only  an  antediluvian  city  and  mo- 
narchy of  Babylon,  but  also  an  antediluvian  invention  and 
use  of  letters  there,  from  the  same  city  and  monarchy,  with 
its  use  of  letters,  as  renewed  in  the  postdiluvian  world. 
Several  of  his  ten  antediluvian  kings,  though  reigning  at 
Babylon,  are  said  to  have  been  natives  of  Sippara,  or  Panti- 
byla,  the  “ City  of  the  Writings,”  a city  of  Babylonia. 
There,  according  to  Berosus,  by  the  special  direction  of 
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Belus,  all  the  knowledge  of  the  antediluvians,  and  the  story 
of  their  Origines,  or  Genesis,  were  buried  for  preservation, 
having  been  inscribed  on  certain  stela — whether  of  stone  or 
of  baked  clay — before  the  Flood ; and  there  the  same  were 
dug  up  for  their  communication  to  mankind  after  the  Flood 
by  those  who  founded  or  renewed  at  Babylon  the  postdilu- 
vian city  and  monarchy.  There  is  room,  then,  distinctly 
for  two  reckonings,  one  for  the  antiquity  of  postdiluvian, 
the  other  for  that  of  antediluvian  records,  and  for  two  sums ; 
and  if  the  two  reckonings  were  made  separately,  there  is 
room  also  for  a third  reckoning  and  a third  sum,  combining 
the  two.  Pliny,  it  seems,  had  either  not  heard  of  the 

150.000  years,  or,  if  he  had,  he  named  in  preference  the 

480.000  years  as  the  highest  sum  quoted  from  Berosus,  who 
yet  seemed  to  give  the  lowest  reckoning  by  comparison  with 
that  of  Epigenes.  The  true  reading  in  the  passage  of  Pliny 
for  the  sum  quoted  from  Critodemus  and  Berosus  is  uncer- 
tain, but  both  the  two  (viz.  480,000  and  490,000)  which  are 
given,  being  in  round  myriads,  suit  well  enough  for  that 
interval  in  the  scheme  of  Berosus  which  extends  from  the 
first  establishment  of  the  antediluvian  monarchy  at  Baby- 
lon— and  no  Babylonian  records  whatever  could  he  older 
than  this  — down  to  the  recommencement  of  monarchy  and 
of  writing  on  the  same  spot  after  the  Flood  (and  no  post- 
diluvian records  on  tiles  could  be  older  than  this  last  date). 
Berosus,  then,  might  be  thought  by  Epigenes  to  imply 
that  the  earliest  records  of  the  postdiluvian  or  existing 
Babylon  went  back  from  his  own  time,  if  set  at  B.  C.  280, 
(1931  + 268,200  = ) 270,131  years,  i.e.  up  to  the  end  of 
his  own  A. 31.  (2258  + 146  =)  2404,  though  Berosus,  in 
allusion  to  a truer  hut  esoteric  date  for  the  monarchy,  had 
named  the  much  lower  sum  of  something  over  150,000 
years.  And  Berosus  himself  reckoned  back  from  the  rise 
of  the  postdiluvian  city  and  monarchy  to  that  of  tiie  ante- 
diluvian (and  so  also,  whether  expressly  or  by  implication,  to 
its  earliest  records),  a further  space  of  (52,500  + 432,000  = ) 
484,500  years.  So  both  the  490,000  of  Critodemus  and 
Pliny  (if  that  is  the  true  reading)  and  the  480,000  of  Afri- 
canus  will  stand  very  well  together,  being  both  justified  by 
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an  actual  sum  which  may  with  equal  propriety  be  filled  up 
to  the  round  number  of  490,000  or  reduced  to  that  of 
480,000.  Another  sum  of  470,000  years,  named  by  Cicero, 
must  be  meant  for  the  same  reckoning  as  the  480,000  or 

490.000  of  Critodemus,  and  the  480,000  of  Africanus,  since 
it  is,  like  them,  connected  with  the  antiquity  of  letters  at 
Babylon.  It  is  not,  however,  equally  defensible,  but  must 
be  regarded  as  a slightly  erroneous  variation  and  under- 
statement ; unless,  indeed,  Cicero  was  mistaken  in  connect- 
ing it  with  the  antiquity  of  letters,  and  it  was  really  made 
by  reckoning  from  the  first  antediluvian  king  Alorus 
(432,000  + 146  + 34,0S0  4- 1875  = ) 468, 10 1,  or  (from  a.m.  1 ) 
1058  + 468,101=469,161  mixed  years  to  the  Macedonian 
accession  of  Alexander,  or  something  more  to  his  Persian  ac- 
cession, or  to  any  date  connected  with  Berosus.  In  this  case 
the  origin  of  the  sum,  however  inaccurate  its  composition, 
would  be  perfectly  natural  and  intelligible.  Or,  again,  the 

470.000  years  of  Cicero  may  be  identical,  only  in  round  num- 
bers, with  a different  sum  of  473,000  years  which  is  named  by 
Diodorus.  The  words  of  Cicero  are  these:  — “Condemnemus 
etiam  Babylonios  aut  stultitiaj  aut  imprudentiae,  qui  CCCCLXX 
millia  annorum,  ut  ipsi  dicunt,  monumentis  comprehensa  con- 
tinent,” &c. ; and  again,  “Nam  quod  aiunt  quadringenta  et 
septuaginta  millia  annorum  in  periclitandis  experiundisque 
pueris  posuisse,  fallunt.”  ( De  Div.  L c.  19,  and  ii.  c.  46.) 

Diodorus  Siculus,  in  naming  the  sum  referred  to  as  per- 
haps identifiable  with  that  of  Cicero,  is  somewhat  more  par- 
ticular than  those  who  notice  only  myriads,  as  he  specifies 
47  myriads  of  years,  and  3 thousands.  Still,  this  sum 
also,  in  respect  of  hundreds,  decads,  and  units,  is  a round 
number.  He  writes  that,  to  the  passage  of  Alexander  into 
Asia,  the  Chaldasans  reckoned  [from  the  beginning  of  all, 
as  it  would  seem]  473,000  years: — “ ' Etcov  yap  p% p.vptAZas 
Kai  y , els  tt]v  ' AXe^dfSpov  Sidffacriv  yeyovevai  Karapidfwvcnv.” 
This  epoch  of  the  passage  of  Alexander  is  Diodorus’s  own, 
and  it  throws  some  slight  doubt  on  his  accuracy  as  to  the 
sum  itself.  But  if  he  found  or  made  out  either  this  exact 
sum  of  473,000  years,  or  something  more,  it  must  have  been 
by  adding  together  heterogeneous  reckonings,  and  that  not 
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without  some  reduplication;  as  if,  for  instance,  confining 
themselves  to  the  existing  world,  his  informants  had  added 
up  together  the  whole  sum  of  its  day -years,  viz.  320,760, 
from  the  Flood  to  the  Median  capture  of  Babylon,  and 
that  sum  of  (153,075  — 38  = ) 153,037  perhaps  which  was 
named- by  Berosus  for  the  antiquity  of  his  records,  and 
which  included  (1915  — 38  = ) 1877  full  years  from  the 
Median  capture  of  Babylon  to  the  passage  of  Alexander. 
For  320,760  + 153,037  = 473,797.  Such  reduplications 
may  have  been  prompted  by  an  idea  that  the  later  time 
also,  below  the  historical  epoch,  might  be  expressed  in 
great  sums  of  nominal  years,  like  the  earlier.  Or,  again, 
the  sum  of  473,000  years  might  be  made  thus:  — The 
first  1058  *rij  dffaoiKsvra  of  the  world  as  380,880  day- 
years  + 1200  of  the  ten  antediluvian  kings  from  Alorus  + 146 
Itj/  aficurlXsirra  below  the  Flood  as  52,560  day  years  + the 
34,080  of  the  lxxxvi  kings  or  generations  + 2480  really  a 
reduplication  of  the  preceding,  and  reduplicating  besides  all 
the  other  years  below  the  Flood,  and  over-running  the  date 
in  b.C.  334  aimed  at  + 1877  full  years  of  continuation  from 
the  Median  capture  of  Babylon  in  b.C.  2209  to  tire  passage 
of  Alexander  into  Asia,  in  b.C.  334  = 473,223.  But  in  any 
one  homogeneous  reckoning,  whether  from  the  commence- 
ment of  antediluvian  or  of  postdiluvian  time,  or  from  any 
other  epoch,  the  precise  sum  of  473,000,  whether  with  or 
without  something  over,  can  scarcely  be  made  out.  But  it 
is  time  to  return  to  Pliny. 

The  number  720,000  of  Epigenes  is  more  difficultto  trace 
— at  least  with  any  confidence — than  the  480,000  or  490,000 
of  Critodemus.  It  cannot  be  made  to  begin  earlier  than 
with  the  foundation  of  the  antediluvian  monarchy  at  Baby- 
lon ; and  if  made  to  begin  there,  being  carried  on  beyond 
the  epoch  of  the  renewal  of  Babylon  after  the  Flood,  it 
must  be  supposed  to  come  down  at  the  least  to  the  Mace- 
donian accession  of  Alexander  the  Great,  or  at  most  to  the 
last  year  of  Antiochus  Soter,  in  B.c.  262.  Let  it  be  sup- 
posed to  have  come  down  to  B.C.  262.  Then  we  ought  to 
have  had  a sum  of  (432,000  + 52,560  = 484,560  + 268,200 
+ 1875  + 6 + 68  = ) 754,709,  which  exceeds  the  sum  of  Epi- 
genes by  34,000  and  more.  Perhaps,  however,  his  is  really 
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only  a varied  form  of  this  same  reckoning.  The  calculator, 
instead  of  adding  only  the  (1875  + 6 + 68=)  1949  full 
years  of  continuation  from  the  Median  capture  of  Babylon, 
may  have  added  the  whole  sum  of  2848  obtainable  from 
the  34,080  months  of  the  lxxxvi  antehistorical  kings,  sub- 
tracting at  the  same  time,  as  if  identical  with  the  2840, 
34,080  of  the  day-years : just  as  (3750—903  = ) 2847  years 
of  kings,  which  in  their  origin  were  full  and  historical,  are 
identified  in  the  Egyptian  Hieratic  scheme  with  as  many  of 
the  month-years.  So  he  may  have  made  to  B.C.  262 

432,000  = 432,000  B.C.  4300  to  3100. 

52,560  = 52,560  = 146,  B.C.  3100  to  2954. 

X»2o}=  325,  B.O.  2954  2629. 

151,200  = 151,200  = 420,  B.C.  2629  to  2209. 

1,919  =....=  1949,  B.C.  2209  to  262. 

not  754,709,  but  718,680  + 2840  = 721,520. 

So  the  greater  sum,  the  720,000  [721,520]  of  Epigenes, 
begins  from  the  same  point  with  the  lesser  sum,  the  480,000 
[484,560]  of  Critodemus,  namely,  from  the  commencement 
of  the  an/ediluvian  monarchs  at  Babylon,  but  it  adds  to  it 
another  sum,  which  begins  from  the  commencement  of  the 
/ww/diluvian  monarchy,  and  is  the  continuation  and  comple- 
ment of  the  former,  the  whole  ending  either  at  B.c.  262,  or 
at  some  other  date  within  74  years  earlier.  And  if  there 
was  any  apparent  discrepancy,  this  was  not,  as  Pliny 
supposed  it  to  be,  between  Epigenes  or  his  sources  on 
the  one  side  and  Critodemus  or  Bcrosus  on  the  other,  but 
only  between  Epigenes  and  Critodemus,  who  both  of 
them  alike  drew  separate  and  incomplete  statements  from 
Berosus. 

The  Median  capture  of  Babylon  in  B.C.  2209  answered 
for  Berosus  as  the  commencement  of  his  historical  period  to 
the  Egyptian  epoch  of  Mcnes  in  b.c.  2224,  but  as  his  point 
of  transition  from  a reckoning  of  nominal  to  a reckoning  of 
true  years  it  answered  rather  to  the  Egyptian  epoch  of  the 
ix  Demigods  of  the  Old  Chronicle  in  b.c.  (2224  + 217  = ) 
2441.  From  this  point  then,  according  to  Polyhistor  and 
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Syncellus,  he  continued,  “ now  no  longer  reckoning  as  before 
in  sari,  neri,  and  sossi,  but  in  ordinary  years,”  as  follows : — 

I.  First  — first,  that  is,  after  his  two  preceding  groups  of 
x antediluvian  and  lxxxvi  postdiluvian  ancestors  or  kings  — 
he  placed  a dynasty  of  “ viii  Median  tyrants  ( Euseb . Chron. 
i.  Arm.),  who,  having  seized  Babylon,  reigned  there  224 
years.”  So  these  reigns  would  average  28  years  each. 

Syncellus  probably  found  both  these  and  the  greater  part 
of  the  following  groups  of  Berosus  and  Polyhistor  retained, 
though  somewhat  curtailed,  by  Anianus,  since  Anianus 
seems  to  have  made  these  Median  kings  to  take  Babylon 
after  his  a.m.  2499,  and  so  had  need  of  materials  with  which 
to  cover  (3215  — 2499  = ) 716  years  before  coming  to  the 
list  of  Ctesias,  even  though  he  expanded  that  list  from  xxxvi 
kings  and  1306  years  to  xli  kings  and  1460  years  made  to 
end  with  his  a.m.  4676.  But  Syncellus,  declining  to  follow 
Anianus  in  allowing  so  high  an  antiquity  to  the  Median 
capture  of  Babylon,  and  putting  it  together  with  the  acces- 
sion of  Menes  at  his  own  epoch  of  the  Dispersion  — after,  it 
should  have  been,  but  he  puts  it  at  the  head  of  his — a.m. 
2776,  had  need  of  materials  for  only  (4675  — 1460  = 3215  — 
2776  = ) 439  years  before  coming  to  the  list  of  Ctesias  as 
expanded  by  Anianus.  It  is  owing  to  these  causes  that  lie 
has  preserved,  but  only  in  a mutilated  form,  two  of  Berosus’s 
early  groups  or  dynasties,  of  which  this  dynasty  of  the 
Median  kings  who  reigned  in  Babylon  is  one.  It  is  identi- 
fied in  Synccllus’s  Chronography  both  by  its  position,  as 
heading  the  historical  series,  and  by  its  sum  of  224  years. 
But  he  has  reduced  its  kings  from  viii  to  vii.  And  from 
Medcs  he  has  changed  them  into  Chaldasans.  And  instead 
of  the  first  three  names  really  belonging  to  it  he  has  brought 
down  the  first  two  of  Berosus’s  lxxxvi  Chaldieatis,  Eueehius 
and  Cliomasbelus,  the  purpose  of  this  transposition  being 
that  Eueehius,  whom  both  Anianus  and  Syncellus  identified 
with  Nimrod,  but  whom  Syncellus  would  not  place  so  high 
as  he  had  been  placed  by  Berosus  and  by  Anianus,  at  a.m. 
2404,  might  still,  at  his  own  a.m.  2776,  stand  as  the  founder 
of  the  Chaldasan  and  Babylonian  monarchy.  By  way  of 
compensation  to  the  Medcs,  who  were  thus  dispossessed, 
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Syncellus  called  Berosus’s  earlier  group  of  Ixxxvi  Chaldaeans 
“ Chaldaeans  and  Medes,”  the  first  two  of  them  only  being 
Chaldaeans  — that  the  antehistorical  monarchy  might  not 
begin  with  strangers  — and  all  the  rest  Medes.  In  con- 
sequence of  his  suppressing  one  reign  out  of  eight,  and 
giving  to  Euechius  and  Chomasbelus  not  the  two  or  three 
Median  reigns  which  in  his  scheme  they  supplant,  but  the 
anomalously  short  reigns  of  6 and  7 years  obtained  from  their 
own  neri  and  sossi  by  Anianus,  the  remaining  five  reigns  — 
the  names  for  which  may  be  those  of  the  last  "five  Medes  of 
Berosus — are  probably  even  in  their  units  fictitious.  How- 
ever, Syncellus  has  preserved  elsewhere  the  name  of  the  first 
Median  king,  since  he  writes  of  Polyhistor  that  “ after  the 
Ixxxvi  Chaldatan  and  Median  kings,  of  whom  two,  Euechius 
and  Chomasbelus,  were  Chaldaeans,  and  lxxxiv  Medes,  the 
same  Polyhistor  introduces  Zoroaster  and  the  seven  [Me- 
dian] kings  of  the  Chaldaeans  his  successors,  with  190  solar 
years.”  “ ’A tro  8s  tovtov  too  -)(p6vov  ra>v  ttt',  8vo  psv  XaXSat- 
o>v  flaoiXsav  Rostov  Kal  Xwp.aa[it)Xov  tt8’  8s  MrjScov,  Z a>po- 
darptjV  Kal  too?  fisr  ainov  % XaXSaiaiv  flaaiXsis  sladyei  Irg 
KpaTtjaavrai  r/XiaKa  p(  6 avros  UoXvttrroip  ovk  stl  8m  <rdpa>v 
Kal  vr/poov  Kal  owaacov  Kal  rijs  Xonrrjs  dXoyov  /j.v@i/ct}s  icrropias 
dXXd  8C  gXiaKtov  erebr.”  (Sync.,  p.  147,  ed.  Dind.).  But 
here  Syncellus  intermixes  three  different  schemes,  viz.  that 
of  Berosus  and  Polyhistor,  that  of  Anianus,  and  his  own. 
For  in  the  early  part  of  his  Chaldaean  series  he  did  not 
adhere  to  Anianus.  And  on  comparing  the  words  of  Poly- 
histor as  quoted  by  Eusebius  and  Syncellus’s  own  Chaldaean 
series  which  begins  a few  pages  further  on  (at  p.  169),  it 
becomes  apparent  how  Anianus  varied  from  Polyhistor,  and 
how  Syncellus  again  varied  from  both,  returning,  however, 
to  Berosus  and  Polyhistor  for  the  sum  (224,  not  “ 190”)  of 
the  first  historical  dynasty.  All  that  remains  then  of  Be- 
rosus’s Median  dynasty  may  be  exhibited  as  follows : — 


1.  Zoroaster  [average  reign  b.c.  2209  — 2281.  28.] 

2.  [Name  lo3t 

3.  [Name  lost 

4.  Porus  [Sync.  Xe. 


5.  Neclioubes  [Sync.  pr/'. 


b.c.  2181-2153.  28.  | 
B.C.  2153-2125.  28.] 
B.c.  2125-2097.  28.] 
B.c.  2097-2069.  28.] 
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In  his  time  would  be  the  Call,  B.C.  2084,  the  descent 
of  Abraham  into  Egypt,  and  his  victory  over  the 
four  kings,  Chedorlaomer  of  Elam,  Tidal  of  Goim, 
Amraphcl  of  Shinar  (Singara?),  and  Arioch  of 
Ellassar. 

6.  Nabius  [Sync,  pi /.  B.C.  2069  — 2041.  28.] 

In  his  time  would  be  the  overthrow  of  Sodom  and 
Gomorrah,  and  the  birth  of  Isaac  in  B.c.  2059. 

7.  Oniballus  [Sync.  //.  B.C.  2041—2013.  28.] 

8.  Chinzirus  [Sync.  b.c.  2013  — 1985.  28.] 

Sum  of  the  years  of  the  viii  Medes  224 

And  the  224  years  of  the  viii  reigns,  having  begun  from 
Thoth  1,  Feb.  27,  in  b.c.  2209, 15  years  below  Menes,  ended 
at  Thoth  1,  Jan.  2,  in  b.c.  1985,  together  with  the  49th 
year  of  Dyn.  XVII  of  the  Old  Egyptian  Chronicle,  being 
the  10th  of  Papa  Maire  as  suzerain. 

II.  After  the  viii  Medes  there  followed  “ xi  other  kings” 
whose  origin  is  not  specified,  and  who  reigned  in  all  only  48 
years,  having  only  4 years  and  j^ths  each.  These  48  years 
are  wanting  in  the  text  of  the  Armenian  version  of  Euse- 
bius’s Chronicon,  but  they  are  inserted  in  the  margin.  They 
will  extend  from  Thoth  1 in  b.c.  1985  to  Thoth  1,  Dec.  21, 
in  b.c.  1938,  ending  together  with  the  97th  year  of  Dyn. 
XVII  of  the  Egyptian  Chronicle,  which  was  the  36th  of 
Sesortasen  I.  as  suzerain,  and  in  the  122nd  year  of  the  Pa- 
triarch Isaac.  Syncellus  omits  these  kings. 

III.  Next  Berosus  had  a group  of  “xlix  Chaldoeans” 
(omitted  altogether,  like  the  preceding,  by  Syncellus)  with 
458  years,  affording  average  reigns  of  9J-J-  years  to  each,  and 
extending  from  Thoth  1 in  B.c.  1938,  to  Thoth  1,  Aug.  29,  in 
B.C.  1480.  So  this  line  of  kings  commenced  in  the  62nd 
year  of  Jacob,  14  years  before  he  went  to  Mesopotamia;  it 
was  contemporary  with  the  Shepherds  of  Dyn.  XXVII  of 
the  Egyptian  Chronicle,  during  their  184  years  ; and  it  had 
reached  its  229th  year  when  Thothmes  I.,  the  3rd  king  of 
the  Egyptian  Dyn.  XVIII,  in  b.c.  1710  or  B.C.  1709,  in 
his  2nd  year,  made  a campaign  in  Mesopotamia  which  is  re- 
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corded  by  a contemporary  inscription.  The  numerous  cam- 
paigns of  Thothmes  III.,  who  made  himself  master  both  of 
Nineveh  and  of  Babylon  (b.C.  1682  to  1656),  will  be  included 
between  the  256th  and  the  282nd  years  of  the  line  of  Be- 
rosus.  And  since  he  makes  it  to  last  on,  it  may  be  inferred 
that  the  rulers  of  Babylon,  and  probably  those  of  Nineveh 
also,  after  being  once  conquered  submitted  themselves  and 
obtained  easy  conditions.  Unless  indeed  there  were  many 
changes,  and  the  kings  of  this  group  are  joined  together 
only  as  having  bpen  all  Chald®ans.  The  reign  of  “ Chousan 
Rasathaim"  (b.C.  1584  to  1568),  “ king  of  Mesopotamia”  and 
“Syria”  (Yulg.),  who  first  reduced  the  Hebrews  to  bondage, 
and  who  seems  also  to  have  been  lord  of  Egypt,  would  extend 
from  the  355th  to  the  471st  year  of  this  line  of  kings  of 
Babylon.  The  line  or  group  ends  at  length  in  B.c.  1480, 
after  the  6th  year  of  Rameses  II.  (Sesostris),  scarcely  more 
than  one  year  after  the  great  victory  gained  by  him  in  Meso- 
potamia over  a number  of  confederate  peoples  on  the  5th 
of  Epiphi  (the  11th  month)  in  the  5th  year  of  his  reign; 
which  was  followed  4 days  afterwards  by  negotiations,  and 
by  a treaty  of  peace. 

IV.  The  next  series,  consisting  of  “ ix  Arab  kings  with 
245  years,”  giving  an  average  of  27$  for  each,  probably 
reigned  by  the  nomination  of  the  Egyptian  suzerain,  and  in 
settled  dependence  upon  him,  at  least  during  the  greater 
part  of  their  continuance,  which  would  be  from  Thoth  1,  Aug. 
29,  in  B.C.  1480  to  Thoth  1,  June  29,  in  B.c.  1235,  so  that 
they  ended  just  29  years  before  the  end  of  Dyn.  XIX  of 
the  Egyptian  Chronicle.  At  any  rate,  the  length  of  their 
reigns  presents  a striking  contrast  to  the  shortness  of  those  of 
the  preceding  group.  From  some  inscriptions  of  Rameses  II. 
it  has  been  collected  that  the  war  in  Mesopotamia,  which 
had  been  ended  by  the  treaty  of  his  5th  year,  was  renewed 
against  the  same  peoples  about  16  years  later,  in  his  22nd. 
The  designation  “ Shasou,”  which  is  often  translated  Arabs 
(and  which  is  applicable  to  any  shepherds  or  nomads), 
occurs  repeatedly  in  the  records  of  his  wars.  The  campaigns 
of  Rameses  III.,  undertaken  to  reconquer  the  same  countries 
as  a century  before  had  been  rendered  tributary  by  Rameses 
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IT.,  being  included  within  B.c.  1321  and  B.c.  1275,  will 
also  fall  between  the  159th  and  206th  years  of  this  Arab 
line  of  Berosus,  which  ended  in  B.C.  1235,  87  years  after 
the  renewal  of  the  Sothic  Cycle.  The  succession  of  these 
“ Arab  kings,”  or  part  of  it,  seems  to  be  given  from  Anianus 
by  Syncellus,  who  has  cut  down  the  ix  kings  to  vi,  and  their 
245  years  to  215.  Supposing  the  six  names  given  to  have 
been  the  first  six  of  the  nine,  the  remains  of  the  list  stand 


as  follows : — 

1.  Mardocentes,  Sync,  tnj  fxs'.  • [25  ?] 

2.  Mardacus,  Sync.  ji.  [20  ? j 

3.  Sisimordacus,  Sync.  Ktj . 28 

4.  Nabius,  Sync.  Af'.  37 

5.  Parannus,  Sync,  n 40 

6.  Nabounnubus,  Sync.  ice'.  25 

7.  [Name  lost  20  ?] 

8.  [Name  lost  19?] 

9.  [Name  lost,  perhaps  Ana  us,  20  ?] 


Sum  of  the  years  of  the  ix  Arabs  245 

V.  After  these,  beginning  from  a date  (b.c.  1235)  a 
little  later  than  Herodotus’s  date  for  Troy,  29  years  before 
the  end  of  the  Egyptian  Dyn.  XIX,  Berosus  enumerated 
“ very  distinctly  xlv  Chaldasan  kings,”  whose  526  years,  with 
the  name  of  Semiramis  near  their  commencement  and  that 
of  Pul  after  their  end,  identify  them  with  the  kings  of  the 
Assyrian  empire  of  520  years  in  Herodotus,  and  with  the 
kings  of  the  list  of  Ctesias  from  Ninus  to  Sandanapalus. 
The  whole  line  according  to  Berosus  began,  as  we  collect 
from  other  sources,  in  B.C.  1235  and  terminated  in  B.c.  709, 
having  had  the  short  average  of  only  llff  years  to  each 
reign.  And  it  may  be  inferred  that  Ninus  the  first  king 
(who  may  have  been  named  from  Nineveh,  but  not  Nineveh 
from  him)  made  himself  master  of  Babylonia  and  of  Babylon 
itself  (which  according  to  Ctesias,  however,  was  “ not  yet 
founded  ”)  6 years  after  his  accession,  that  is,  in  B.c.  2229. 
And  from  this  event  the  520  years  of  Assyrian  empire  as 
distinct  from  the  526  given  by  Berosus  are  to  be  reckoned. 

How  far  any  of  the  acts  ascribed  to  Ninus  may  have  a 


Digitized  by  Coogle 


1SA13YLONIAN  AND  ASSYRIAN  ANTIQUITIES.  961 

foundation  in  true  history  has  been  examined  already,  and 
we  need  not  go  a second  time  over  the  same  ground.  But 
it  will  be  in  place  here  to  observe  that  the  first  circumstance 
mentioned  by  Ctesias  of  Ninus,  namely  that  he  “ made  a 
league  with  the  king  of  the  Arabs,  Arioeus,”  may  be  con- 
nected with  the  fact  that  according  to  Berosus  Ninus  of 
Nineveh,  when  he  became  master  of  Babylon,  became  also  the 
successor  of  a line  of  ix  Arab  kings,  the  last  of  whom  must 
have  been  therefore  his  own  contemporary.  It  may  seem 
probable  then  that  the  king  of  the  Arabs,  Ariseus,  with  whom 
Ninus  allied  himself,  was  no  other  than  the  Last  of  the  Arab 
kings  of  Babylon,  whose  daughter  Ninus  may  have  married ; 
and  in  her  right,  on  the  death  of  his  father-in-law,  he  may 
have  claimed  the  succession.  This  too  would  make  it  pro- 
bable that  any  rival  claimant  whom  he  defeated  and  took 
prisoner  was  really  put  to  death,  as  Ctesias  related,  and  that 
Babylon,  having  thus  been  annexed  to  Nineveh,  and  Media 
too,  were  governed  thenceforth  by  satraps  rather  than  kings. 
At  any  rate  Berosus,  who  down  to  this  point  of  time  seems 
to  have  kept  close  to  Babylon,  passed  at  this  point  to  a 
dynasty  which  certainly  reigned  in  Nineveh.  Another  point 
worthy  of  attention  is  the  average  length  of  the  reigns, 
which,  for  Berosus’s  numbers  of  only  526  years  but  as  many 
as  xlv  kings,  is  almost  too  low  for  probability,  so  as  to  have 
suggested  to  some  the  idea  that  Berosus  may  have  here 
clubbed  together  the  names  of  two  separate  lines  which 
reigned  concurrently  in  Nineveh  and  Babylon,  while  the  years 
specified  indicate  only  that  chronological  duration  which  was 
common  to  them  both.  But  against  this  suggestion  it  is  to 
be  observed,  first,  that  the  groups  or  dynasties  of  Berosus 
vary  very  greatly  in  their  averages ; and  if  some  have  their 
averages  very  short,  others  again  have  them  much  longer ; 
and,  what  is  remarkable,  those  dynasties  which  as  consisting 
of  native  Chaldaians  one  would  have  expected  him  to  favour 
have  the  shorter  averages,  while  dynasties  of  strangers. 
Modes  and  Arabs,  whom  one  would  have  expected  him  to 
treat  with  disfavour,  have  the  longer.  Secondly,  the  short 
averages  of  some  of  the  longer  dynasties  of  Berosus  are  ex- 
tremely similar  to  those  which  occur  for  some  lines  of  the 
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early  Egyptian  kings  in  the  hieratic  papyri.  And  in  these 
Egyptian  papyri,  too,  there  is  a great  inequality  between  the 
averages  of  different  lines  (irrespectively  of  the  Commandant- 
kings),  those  of  Central  and  Upper  Egypt  having  their  ave- 
rages much  longer  than  those  of  Lower.  And,  lastly,  the 
Babylonian  reigns  which  are  exhibited  by  the  Astrono- 
mical <Canon,  from  b.c.  747  to  the  capture  of  Babylon  by 
Cyrus  and  his  uncle  in  B.C.  538,  show  an  average  lower 
even  than  that  of  the  xlv  kings  answering  to  the  Assyrian 
empire  in  Berosus.  For  the  xxi  Babylonian  kings  of  the 
Canon  alluded  to  reign  in  209  years — even  if  we  reckon  to 
them  two  interregna  of  2 and  8 years — not  quite  10  years 
each.  It  is  not  safe  then  to  suppose  that  Berosus  has 
clubbed  together  two  liues  merely  because  the  average  length 
of  the  reigns  seems  small,  and  that  he  has  done  so  only 
where  this  is  the  case ; whereas,  if  it  were  part  of  his  plan 
to  do  this  at  all,  there  were  kings  reigning  in  other  Chal- 
docan  cities  besides  Babylon  during  the  224  years  of  the 
Median  tyrants,  and  during  all  the  245  years  of  the  Arabs, 
whom  he  would  seem  to  have  omitted  for  no  reason.  Further, 
the  reader  is  reminded  of  what  has  already  appeared  inci- 
dentally, that  the  statement  of  Ctesias,  that  all  the  Assyrian 
kings,  whether  xlv  or  only  xxxvi,  were  descended  from  Ninus 
and  Semiramis,  and  followed  one  another  from  father  to 
son  in  an  unbroken  scries,  was  false.  Polyhistor  on  the  con- 
trary, as  quoted  by  Agathias  and  Syncellus,  states  expressly 
from  Berosus  that  the  descendants  of  Ninus  came  to  an  end 
with  Belcoun  the  son  of  Dercetades  (who  was  seemingly  for 
Berosus  the  20th  king) ; and  that  nfter  him  Balator  (whose 
name  stands  19th  in  the  list  of  Ctesias),  who  had  been  over  the 
palace  gardens,  succeeded  in  taking  to  himself  the  crown, 
and  in  leaving  it  to  his  own  family:  “ 'E0atrl\evcrav  ’ Aar- 
avpioi  atro  NtVou  ical  'S.epupeip.eeos  pe\pe  BeXsow  rov  A eptce- 
tcISov.  E Is  tovtov  yap  tov  Xtpt papecos  yevovs  X?;£aiTor, 

BsXtTapdr  Ktjirovpyos  eflaalXevere  teal  to  IksIvov  yivos  etjrjs 
peypi  'SapBavaveiXXou,  teadd  B«un  teal  ' AXe^dvSpep  Bo/cel  rip 
YloXvtcrropi.  HapSavexTraXXov  Bi  dvilXev  ' \p(icuci]s  M^Sor  teal 
B eXeeris  6 BafivXtovios,  real  perrfyayev  els  M rjSovs  tijv  fiaen- 
Xelav.  ' EftacriXevcrai/  ovv  ol  'Aoavpioi  btj  arr  • ouroo  yelp 
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\eyov ri  Krijerta  /cal  A toSiopos  6 HikcXuiottjs  ovpcpdeyyircu." 
(Sync.,  p.677,  cd.  Dind.)  One  sees  here  how  Syncellus 
begins  with  a statement  from  Berosus  which  flatly  con- 
tradicts Ctesias,  passes  on  to  particulars  derived  from  Cte- 
sins  and  not  from  Berosus,  and  ends  with  quoting  Ctesias  by 
name.  The  parallel  passage  of  Agathias  has  been  given  above 
(p.  916).  It  appears  then  that  the  xlv  kings  of  Berosus 
would  naturally  have  been  divided  into  two  groups  or 
dynasties  but  for  this,  that  they  all  alike  belonged  to  the 
period  of  the  Assyrian  empire  ; and  on  this  ground  it  is  that 
they  are  all  reckoned  together  as  only  one  dynasty.  And  it 
is  probable  that  various  stories  relating  to  the  seclusion  and 
effeminacy  of  the  last  king  Sardanapalus,  and  to  his  “ de- 
thronement" or  death  without  the  more  usual  accompaniments 
of  the  capture  of  Nineveh  and  the  burning  of  the  palace,  are 
to  be  referred  to  the  last  descendant  of  Ninus,  Beleoun,  who 
was  deprived  of  his  crown,  and  perhaps  of  his  life,  by 
Balator. 

That  the  names  of  Ctesias,  from  Ninus  to  Sardanapalus, 
are  historical,  cannot  certainly  be  affirmed.  Of  those  latest 
kings  of  the  time  of  the  Assyrian  empire  who  are  knowm 
to  us  from  the  Scriptures,  as  Pul,  Tiglath-pilezer,  Shalma- 
nezer,  Sargon,  Sennacherib,  and  Esarhaddon,  his  list  exhibits 
no  trace.  Nor  do  the  names  Dercetades  and  Beleoun, 
quoted  by  Agathias,  appear.  And  the  actual  loss  of  the 
empire  by  Esarhaddon,  in  consequence,  it  may  be,  of  the 
destruction  of  his  father’s  army  — according  to  the  Book  of 
Judith  Media  was  in  insurrection  even  before  the  death  of 
Sennacherib,  who  was  slain  only  forty-five  days  after  his 
return — bears  no  resemblance  whatever  to  the  story  of  Sar- 
danapalus, except  in  this,  that  Media  — and  Babylon,  too, 
perhaps  —had  something  to  do  with  it.  But  the  continuance 
of  Esarhaddon  and  his  successors,  as  powerful  kings  warring 
in  Syria,  and  even  conquering  Egypt  more  than  once 
(though  without  being  able  to  keep  it)  in  the  time  of  the 
Ethiopian  Tirhakah,  agrees  perfectly  with  the  expressions  of 
Herodotus,  while  the  ruins  of  the  palaces  of  Nineveh  re- 
cently excavated  show  this  remarkable  distinction,  that  the 
more  ancient  have  their  alabaster  sculptures  unharmed, 
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while  the  latest  palaces — not  only  at  Nineveh  but  elsewhere 
too  — were  manifestly  destroyed  by  fire,  so  as  to  hint 
plainly — what  indeed  is  plain  on  the  very  face  of  his  own 
story — that  Ctesias  anticipated  and  confused  with  the  loss 
of  the  empire  the  final  capture  and  destruction  of  the  city  of 
Nineveh  itself.  The  last  king,  then,  did  not  burn  himself 
in  his  palace,  but  the  palace  was  burned  when  the  city  was 
taken ; and  at  the  same  time  the  king  may  have  been  slain 
and  consumed  with  his  palace.  However,  as  the  names  of 
Ctesias  must  have  come  from  some  source,  and  as  some  of 
them,  as  Ninus  and  Semiramis  themselves,  and  Balator  and 
Sardanapalus — though  this  last  name  seems  to  be  given  to 
several  kings, — are  mentioned  by  Herodotus  and  Berosus, 
there  is  nothing  to  forbid  our  taking  his  xxxvi  names  to 
represent,  so  far  as  they  go,  the  xlv  of  Berosus.  They  may 
indeed  be  given  in  a very  corrupt  form,  and  Ctesias  perhaps 
obtained  his  information  not  at  Babylon — still  less  at  Nine- 
veh itself,  which  was  destroyed — but  at  the  capital  of  Persia; 
but  the  fact  that  it  is  possible  to  recognise  in  the  later  of  his 
Median  names  some  faint  traces  of  an  historical  orisrin 
makes  in  favour  of  the  supposition  that  his  Assyrian  names 
also  may  be  similar  corruptions.  Por  in  the  Art- ynas  of 
Ctesias  there  is  part,  at  least,  of  the  name  Phr-nart-es,  in 
Astavras  something  less  distinctly  derived  from  Cy-axares, 
and  in  Aspadas,  the  mutes  p and  d are  the  substitutes 
for  the  t and  the  g of  Asiyayes.  Between  Deioees  and  Ar- 
tcpus  an  affinity  is  scarcely  to  be  discovered.  But  let  it  be 
supposed  that  in  some  similar  way,  and  with  varying  degrees 
of  corruption,  the  names  of  Ctesias,  from  Ninus  downwards, 
may  be  connected  with  the  xlv  Chaldasan  kings  of  Berosus. 
Then,  though  only  xxxvi  names  were  given  by  Ctesias,  the 
full  number  of  the  xlv  of  Berosus  may  perhaps  be  still  re- 
coverable. For  there  arc  five  additional  names,  or  six  with 
Belus  (who,  as  brought  down,  may  have  supplanted  another), 
which  Eusebius,  in  his  First  Book,  gives  as  ancestors  of 
Ninus  and  kings  of  Assyria  (though  without  reigns)  from 
Abydenus.  And  these  names  must  have  been  taken  from 
some  source.  And  Abydenus,  no  less  than  Polyhistor, 
copied  directly  and  largely  from  Berosus,  though  he  mixed 
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up  in  his  own  work  contradictory  statements,  taken  partly 
from  Berosus  and  partly  from  Ctesias,  as  lias  been  pointed 
out  by  Clinton.  These  five  additional  names,  then,  as  ex- 
pressed, or  six  as  indicated,  though  placed  and  employed  so 
as  to  suit  himself,  were  taken  probably  by  Abydenus  from 
Berosus,  and  they  may  be  six  of  those  which  the  informants 
of  Ctesias  omitted  in  order  to  obtain  their  enormous  average 
of  30  years  and  over  for  each  king.  To  what  place  in  the 
list  they  may  have  belonged  originally  it  is  useless  now  to 
inquire  ; but  they  may  be  allowed  for  convenience  to  retain, 
only  in  inverse  order,  the  same  places  below  Tcutamus  and 
Teutams  (the  26th  and  27th  names  of  Ctesias)  at  which 
they  have  been  reinserted  by  Auianus  and  Syncellus.  Again, 
between  the  18th  and  1 9th  reigns  of  Ctesias,  Eusebius  in 
his  First  Book  gives  one,  and  in  his  Second  Book  a second, 
additional  name,  viz.  “Tratres,”  and  “ Atossa,  or  Semira- 
mis  II.”  while  Castor,  or  whoever  was  the  original  Barbarus 
of  Scaliger,  has  in  the  8th  place  the  same  Atossa,  with  a 
reign  which  seems  to  be  a consolidation  of  the  two  given 
separately  by  Eusebius,  viz.  23,  instead  of  (19  + 7 =)  24 
years.  Or,  if  it  be  objected  that  Tratres  and  Atossa  are  pro- 
bably one  and  the  same  person,  still  the  list  of  Syncellus 
has  in  the  11th  place  (the  9th  after  Ninus),  a name,  Scthos, 
which  may  perhaps  represent  a separate  king,  and  not  be 
merely  a variant  for  Altadas,  in  whose  place  it  is  substituted. 
And  without  cither  Tratres,  or  Atossa,  or  Scthos,  Agathias 
gives  us  from  Polyhislor  and  Berosus  himself,  two  names, 
Dcrcetades  and  Beleoun,  ns  the  immediate  predecessors  of 
Balatores,  and  these  two  names,  being  absent  from  all  the 
lists  of  Ctesias,  may  be  restored.  And  at  the  end  of  all, 
after  Sardanapaltis,  Abydenus  and  Castor  had  a Saracus,  or 
Ninus  11.  So  there  are  in  all  nine  additional  names,  which 
being  added  to  the  xxxvi  of  Ctesias  make  up  xlv.  On  this 
view  one  may  make  out  a conjectural  restoration  of  the 
different  schemes  of  Berosus  (though  in  the  case  of  Berosus 
the  sum  only  may  be  his),  Ctesias,  Abydenus,  Castor,  Euse- 
bius, Barbarus,  and  Syncellus,  such  notices  as  cannot  be 
placed  within  the  parallel  columns  being  added  by  the  help 
of  references  under  the  name  of  each  author  below  : — 
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BEROSUS. 

xIt  king?,  b2h  yea r?,  from  o.c 

to  B.C.  700? 

1235 

CTES1AS. 

xxxri  kings,  1306  years,  from 
B.c.  2186  to  B.c.  8S1L 

ABYDENUS. 

xxxix  reign?,  1368  years, 
front  B.c  221 1 to  B c.  (776 
4-67=)  843. 

No. 

to  B.C.  yrm. 

No. 

to  B.C. 

y*. 

No. 

to  B.C, 

yr«- 

i.  Sinus  B.C.  1235  to 

1213,  22 

I. 

2134, 

xxxjxxii 

i. 

2159. 

52 

ii.  Srrniramis 

1201,  IS 

II. 

2092, 

xxx]xli 

11. 

2117, 

42 

ill.  Ninyas  or  Zanies? 

1193,  8 

ill. 

3054, 

xxx]vtii 

iii. 

2079, 

38 

lr.  Arius? 

1183,  10 

It. 

2024, 

xx]x 

It. 

2049, 

30 

v.  Arab  us  or  Amyrus  ? 

1163,  20 

T. 

1961, 

xxxx]xx 

T. 

1989, 

60 

▼1.  Xerxet  or  Baleus  ? 

1153,  10 

▼1. 

1934, 

xx]x 

▼I. 

1959, 

30 

▼ii.  Arroamithres  ? 

1145,  8 

Til. 

1896, 

xxx]vlii 

Til. 

1921, 

3M 

Till.  Belochui  ? 

1130,  15 

Till. 

1861, 

xx]xv 

Till. 

1886, 

35 

lz.  B.Ikiu? 

1108,  22 

ix. 

1809, 

xxx]xxli 

lx. 

1834, 

52 

x.  AlUilas?[Sethos, Sync.]  1103,  5 

X. 

1774, 

xxx]t 

X. 

1784, 

50? 

xi.  Mamythus  ? 

1093,  10 

xi. 

1744. 

xx]x 

xi. 

1754, 

30 

xil.  Macchaleus  ? 

1083,  10 

xil. 

1714, 

xx]x 

xil. 

1724, 

30 

xlli.  Spharus  ? 

1071,  12 

xiii. 

1692, 

x]xii 

xiii. 

1702, 

22 

xIt.  Mam y las  ? 

10G6,  5 

xir. 

1657, 

xxx]» 

xlv. 

1667, 

35 

xr.  Sparathus  ? 

1054,  12 

XT. 

1615, 

xxx]xli 

XT. 

1625, 

42 

x?i.  Ascatades  ? 

1044,  10 

XTi. 

1575, 

xxx]x 

XTf. 

1585, 

40 

xtII.  Amyntaa? 

1024,  20 

XY|i. 

1525, 

xxx]xx 

xvii. 

1535, 

50 

xvlii.  Belochui  ? 

1009.  15 

xvlii. 

1480, 

xxxjxv 

xviii. 

1490, 

45 

xix  ? Dcrcttadci  [fil.  Tratres] 

992.  17? 

... 

xix. 

1473, 

17 

xx?  /fcfctnwf  AtossaSem.il.]  085.  7? 

... 

... 

XX. 

1466, 

7 

xx  I ? Balatorcs 

Oil,  14 

xix. 

1446, 

xx]xiv 

xxl. 

1432, 

34 

xxii.  Lamprldei  ? 

959.  12 

XX. 

1414. 

xx]xil 

xxii. 

1400, 

32 

xxill.  Sosa  res  ? 

949.  10 

xxi. 

1394, 

x]x 

xxill. 

13H0, 

20 

xxIt.  Lam  pares  ? 

939,  10 

xxii. 

1364, 

xx]x 

xxir. 

1350, 

30 

xxt.  Panyas  ? 

924.  15 

xxiil. 

1319, 

xxxjxv 

XXT. 

1305, 

45 

xx?i.  Sosatmas? 

912.  12 

xxir. 

1297, 

x]xli 

XXTl. 

I2R3, 

22 

xxrll.  Mithraus  ? 

897,  15 

XXT. 

1262, 

xx]xv 

xxrll. 

1248, 

35 

xxviil.  Teutamus  ? 

885.  12 

xxtI. 

1230, 

xx]xii 

xxTlii. 

1216, 

32 

xxix.  Teutaus  ? 

875.  10 

xxvil. 

1190, 

xxx]x 

xxix. 

1172, 

44 

xxx  ? [Bolus  substituted] 

866.  9? 

... 

... 

... 

St'. 

... 

0 

xxxi  ? Babius  ? 

859.  7 

... 

... 

... 

p. 

0 

xxxii  ? Ancbus  ? 

851.  8 

... 

... 

... 

0 

xxxiii?  Arabelus  ? 

846.  5 

... 

... 

... 

0 

xxxi  v.  Chalaus? 

844.  2 

... 

... 

... 

0 

XXXT.  Arabelus? 

838.  6 

... 

r'. 

0 

xxxtI.  Thinseus? 

829,  9 

xxYiil. 

1161, 

xx]ix 

xxx. 

1143, 

29 

xxxvii.  Dcrcylus? 

809.  20 

xxix. 

1121, 

xxjxx 

xxxi. 

1103, 

40 

[Cercillus,  Barb.] 

xxxYiii.  Eupaimcus  ? 

793.  16 

xxx. 

1083, 

xx]xvi 

xxxii. 

1067, 

36 

[Euparmes.Syuc.:  Eupalus, 

Ba>b.] 

xxxix.  LAosthenes 

778.  15 

xxxi. 

1 040, 

xxxjxv 

xxxiii. 

1022, 

45 

xl.  Piritiadcs 

768.  10 

xxxii. 

1010. 

xx]x 

xxxir. 

992, 

30 

xli.  Ophratccus 

758.  10 

xxxiii. 

990. 

x]x 

XXXT. 

972, 

20 

xlil.  Ophratancs 

738.  20 

XXXiY. 

940. 

xxxjxx 

xxxvl. 

922. 

50 

[Kphcchercs,  Sync.] 

xlili.  Acraxancs 

728,  10 

XXXT. 

900. 

xxx]x 

xxxvii. 

882. 

40 

[Acraganes,  Sync.  Acra- 

pazus,  Barb.] 

xliv.  Sardnnapalus 

718.  10 

xxxtI. 

880, 

*1* 

xxxviii. 

862. 

20 

[Thonos  Concoleros  or 

Sard. Sync.  & Barb.] 

xlv.  Saracus[NinusII.  Barb.]  709,  0 

... 

... 

xxxix. 

813. 

19 

MS 
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CASTOR. 

EUSEBIUS. 

BARBAHUS. 

ANIANUS  A 

SYSCEL. 

xxxviii  reign*,  1280  year*, 
from  B.C.  2123  to  B.c.  (,770 
+67  = ) 843. 

xxxvi  kings,  1238  year*, 
from  B.c.  2058  to  b.c.  8211. 

xxxix  reigns,  1430  year*, 
from  o.c.  2273  to  b.c.  (776 
+67  = ) 843. 

xli  reigns,  1460  yrs.  front 
B.C.  2286  to  B.C.  826. 

No. 

to  B.C.  yr*. 

No. 

to  B.C. 

JT*. 

No. 

to  B.C. 

yr*. 

No. 

to  B.C.  yr*. 

1. 

21)71 , 82 

I. 

2006, 

52 

ii. 

2159, 

52 

ii. 

2179,  52 

ii. 

2029,  42 

il. 

1964, 

42 

iii. 

2117, 

42 

iii. 

2137,  42 

III. 

1991,  3H 

III. 

1926. 

38 

lv. 

2079, 

38 

iv. 

2099,  38 

lv. 

1961,  30 

It. 

1896, 

30 

▼. 

2049, 

30 

v. 

2069,  30 

v. 

1921,  40 

▼. 

1856, 

40 

vl.  40. 

1989, 

60? 

vi. 

2029,  40 

▼I. 

1891,  30 

▼1. 

1826, 

30 

vii. 

1959, 

30 

▼il. 

1999,  30 

▼II. 

1833,  38 

▼11. 

1788, 

38 

vili. 

1921, 

38 

▼iii. 

1961,  38 

▼Hi. 

1818,  35 

▼iii. 

1753, 

35 

ix. 

1886, 

35 

ix. 

1926,  35 

ix. 

1766,  52 

ix. 

1701, 

52 

X. 

1834, 

52 

X. 

1874,  52 

t. 

1734,  32 

X. 

1669, 

32 

xi. 

1799, 

35 

xl. 

1842,  32 

xl. 

1704,  30 

xl. 

1639, 

30 

xii. 

1769, 

30 

xii. 

1812,  30 

xll 

1674,  30 

xll. 

1609, 

30 

[xiil. 

1739, 

30] 

xiii. 

1784,  28 

xiil. 

1652.  22 

xiil. 

1589, 

20 

xir.  20. 

1717, 

22? 

xiv. 

1762,  22 

xiv. 

1622,  30 

xiv. 

1559, 

30 

XV. 

1682, 

35 

XV. 

1732,  30 

xr. 

1582.  40 

xv. 

1519, 

40 

xvi.  4a 

1640, 

42? 

xvi. 

1690,  42 

xvi. 

1542,  40 

xvi. 

1479, 

40 

xvii. 

1600, 

40 

xvii. 

1652,  38 

xvii. 

1497,  45 

xvii. 

1434, 

45 

xviii. 

1550, 

50 

xviii. 

1607,  45 

xriii. 

1452,  45 

xvilf. 

1409, 

25 

xx.  25. 

1482, 

45? 

xix. 

1582,  25 

xix. 

1435,  17 

... 

... 

... 

xix. 

1527. 

23 



XX. 

1405,  30 

xix. 

1379, 

30 

xxi. 

1448, 

34 

XX. 

1552,  30 

xxL 

1373,  32 

XX. 

1347, 

32 

xxii. 

1416, 

32 

xxi. 

1522,  30 

xxil. 

1353,  20 

xxi. 

1327, 

20 

xxiii. 

1396, 

20 

xxii. 

1502,  20 

xxiii. 

1323,  30 

xxli. 

1297, 

30 

xxiv. 

1366, 

30 

xxiii. 

1472,  30 

xxiv. 

1281,  42 

xxiii. 

1252, 

45 

XXV. 

1321, 

45 

xxiv. 

1427,  45 

XXV. 

1262,  19 

xxiv. 

1233, 

19 

xxvi.  20. 

1299, 

22? 

XXV. 

1405,  22 

xxtI. 

1235,  27 

XXV. 

1206, 

27 

xxvli. 

1264, 

35 

xxvi. 

1378,  27 

xxtII. 

1203,  32 

xxvl. 

1175, 

31 

xxviil. 

1232, 

32 

xxvii. 

1346,  32 

xxviil.  40. 

1159,  44? 

xxvii. 

1135, 

40 

xxix.  40. 

1188, 

44? 

xxviil 

13(2,  44 

«'i  , 

...  0 

... 

i. 

2211, 

62 

i. 

2231,  55 

... 

... 

... 

xxxii. 

1140,  37 

... 

... 

... 

xxxi. 

1177,  38 

... 

... 

* .» 

... 

... 

xxix. 

1260,  42 

... 

... 

... 

... 

••• 

xxx. 

1215,  45 

xxix. 

1129,  30 

xxviil. 

1105, 

30 

xxx.  29. 

1158, 

30? 

xxxiii. 

1110,  90 

XXX. 

1089,  40 

xxix. 

1065, 

40 

xxxi. 

1118, 

40 

xxxiv. 

1070,  40 

xxxi. 

1051,  38 

XXX. 

1027. 

38 

xxxii  36. 

1080. 

38? 

xxxv. 

1032.  38 

xxxii 

1006.  45 

xxxi. 

982, 

45 

xxxiii. 

1035, 

45 

xxxvi. 

987.  45 

xxxii. 

952. 

30 

xxxiv. 

1005. 

30 

xxxvii. 

957.  30 

xxxiv. 

933.  21 

xxxiii. 

I!32* 

20 

xxxv.  20. 

984. 

21? 

xxxviii. 

936.  21 

xxxv. 

905,  50 

xxxiv. 

882. 

60 

xxxvi. 

934. 

50 

xxxix.. 

884,  52 

xxxri. 

863.  42 

xxxv. 

840, 

42 

xxxvii.  40. 

892, 

42? 

xl. 

842,  42 

xxxvii. 

843.  20 

xxxvi. 

820. 

20 

xxxviii. 

862, 

30 

xli. 

826.  16 

xxxviii. 

...  ... 

xxxix. 

843, 

19 

... 

1306- 

26=**  1280" 

1280 

-42=“  1238” 

1368  +62=“  1430” 

1368+92=“  1460  * 

3 Q 4 


Digitized  by  Google 


968 


APPENDIX. 


In  the  first  of  the  preceding  columns,  that  of  Berosus,  the 
names  in  italics  arc  the  few  which  are  known  to  be  his ; one, 
that  of  Belus,  which  stands  30th,  is  certainly  not  his,  at  least 
not  as  the  name  of  a king,  but  it  may  have  been  substituted 
for  another  by  Abydenus  when  lie  prefixed  it,  with  five  other 
names  possibly  derived  from  Berosus,  before  that  of  the  first 
king.  That  the  whole  scries  of  these  six  names  in  the  order 
of  Abydenus  is  inserted  in  our  first  column  so  ns  to  be  num- 
bered from  30  to  35  inclusively,  is  owing  to  the  accident  that 
Anianus  and  Syncellus  had  chosen  this  place  for  four  out  of 
the  six  which  they  insert,  though  in  the  contrary  order  to 
that  of  Abydenus,  between  Teutatus  and  Thinams,  one  of 
the  six  being  omitted  by  them,  and  Belus  being  placed,  as  the 
first  king  and  father  of  Ninus,  at  the  head  of  all.  The  mark 
of  interrogation  affixed  generally  to  the  names  in  the  first 
column  means  that  though  they  may  be  taken  for  convenience, 
and  in  the  absence  of  any  others,  as  substitutes  to  represent 
the  xlv  names  of  Berosus,  they  are  not  to  be  supposed  with- 
out further  proof  to  be  even  corruptions  of  the  true  historical 
names.  The  19th  and  20tli  names,  Dcrcctades  and  Bcleoun, 
are  inserted  where  they  stand,  because  they  are  quoted  from 
Berosus  and  Polyhistor  as  the  immediate  precedessors  of 
Balator.  The  female  name,  or  possibly  the  two  female  names, 
of  “ Tratres,  daughter”  of  the  preceding  king,  and  “ J3a- 
dossa  ” or  “ Semiramis  II.,”  which  occur  in  this  same  place, 
the  one  of  them  with  17  years  in  Book  I.  the  other  with  7 
years  in  Book  II.  of  Eusebius,  are  not  necessarily  dislodged 
by  the  insertion  of  Dercetades  and  Bcleoun  between  Belochus 
and  Balator ; since  it  may  be  supposed  that  Balator  in 
founding  a new  line  connected  himself  through  these  female 
names  with  Belochus  and  the  earlier  kings.  The  two  names 
in  question,  or  at  least  the  two  reigns  of  1 7 .and  7 years,  seem 
to  be  consolidated  in  the  list  of  Barbarus,  where  Atossa  or 
Semiramis  II.  stands  nearly  in  the  same  place,  only  before 
instead  of  after  Belochus,  with  23  years.  In  spite  of  the 
apparent  identification  of  one  name,  “ Balator ,”  it  makes 
against  the  idea  that  the  names  of  Ctesias  are  historical,  that 
there  is  no  trace  of  resemblance  between  any  of  the  latest 
among  them  and  those  of  Pul,  Tiglath-pilezer,  Shalmanezer, 
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Sargon,  and  Sennacherib,  which  are  known  to  us  from  the 
Scriptures  and  the  monuments ; while  some  of  Ctesias’s 
names  have  a very  Greek  look,  as  Spharus , Amyntas,  and 
Laostlienes,  and  others  are  Persian,  as  Xerxes,  Arma-mithres, 
Atossa,  and  Mithrans.  It  will  be  perceived  that  the  xlv 
names  placed  in  the  first  column  arc  represented  in  each  of 
the  other  columns  by  the  first  numerals,  which  show,  each  in 
its  own  column,  the  place  of  that  one  of  the  names  in  the  first 
column  with  which  it  is  parallel. 

In  the  second  column,  the  column  of  Ctesias,  the  number 
of  60  years  given  conjecturally  to  its  5th  reign  is  from  a 
variant  in  Lib.  I.  of  Eusebius.  Those  of  35  for  the  10th 
and  14  th  and  of  50  for  the  17  th  arc  from  the  list  of  Bar- 
baras. That  of  42  for  the  15th  is  from  the  list  of  Anianus  and 
Synccllus,  which  seems  in  this  and  some  other  instances  to 
have  preserved  the  original  figures  of  Abydenus  and  Bar- 
baras. The  figures  of  the  remaining  reigns  are  from  the  list 
of  Castor  as  given  by  Eusebius  in  his  First  Book. 

Of  those  reigns  in  the  column  of  Abydenus  which  differ 
from  the  corresponding  reigns  of  Castor  as  given  by  Euse- 
bius one  only,  the  10th  with  50  years,  is  from  a variant  of 
Syncellus,  who  gives  50  years  for  “ Sethos,”  a name  substi- 
tuted by  him  for  Altadas,  though  in  his  actual  canon  or 
parallel  enumeration  of  reigns  he  makes  out  for  him  only  32. 
The  rest  are  all  from  Barbaras,  whose  list,  with  the  addition 
only  of  a reign  of  62  years  for  Belus  at  the  top,  seems  to 
have  been  that  of  Abydenus. 

In  the  column  for  Castor,  which  is  from  Lib.  I.  of  Euse- 
bius, there  is  nothing  to  be  noticed  beyond  this,  that  44  years 
instead  of  40  are  given  from  Syncellus  to  the  29th  reign,  as 
seeming  to  be  required  by  the  sum  total  given  by  Castor 
himself;  and  that  Eusebius  intending  to  work  up  this  list, 
with  some  slight  reduction,  in  his  Canon,  appropriates  it  by 
anticipation  in  his  First  Book,  and  attaches  to  some  of  the 
reigns,  or  retains  as  attached  to  them  by  Castor,  certain  syn- 
chronisms, as  at  the  19th  reign  that  of  “Bacchus  and  Perseus;” 
and  at  the  23rd  he  adds,  “ Sub  hoc  Argonautie  et  Hercules;” 
at  the  26th,  “ Ilion,”  &c. ; at  the  30th,  “ David,”  a synchron- 
ism which  is  plainly  his  own;  and  at  the  36th,  “Lycurgus.” 
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It  may  here  be  remarked  in  passing  that  when  Clemens  of 
Alexandria  writes,  as  he  does  in  one  place,  that  “ the  As- 
syrian nation  was  older  than  the  Greek ; and  that  it  was  in 
the  402nd  [302nd]  year  of  the  Assyrians,  in  the  32nd  of 
Belochus  the  8th  king,  when  Amosis  was  reigning  in  Egypt 
and  Inachus  at  Argos,  that  Moses  led  the  Exodus  of  the 
Hebrews,”  this  synchronism,  which  puts  Amosis  and  the 
Exodus  as  high  as  b.  c.  (2123  — 302  = ) 1821,  and  which  is 
entirely  unlike  what  Clemens  himself  gives  elsewhere,  refers 
in  truth  only  to  Inachus.  The  Exodus  having  been  con- 
nected by  Ptolemy  and  others  with  Amosis,  and  both  the 
Exodus  and  Amosis  with  Inachus,  the  Exodus  and  Amosis 
were  liable  to  be  drawn  up  together,  per  consequens,  to  what- 
ever date  seemed  proper  to  be  given  to  Inachus.  In  just  the 
same  way  we  have  seen  above  (p.  749)  Africanus  drawing 
up  the  date  of  the  Exodus  and  Amosis  to  b,  c.  1796,  in  spite 
of  the  manifest  contradiction  of  his  own  Egyptian  list. 

In  the  column  for  Eusebius  the  reductions  observable  in 
some  of  the  reigns  were  made  by  him,  no  doubt,  in  order  to 
bring  down  a little  the  reign  of  Ninus,  so  that  it  might  not 
be  quite  out  of  contact  with  the  years  of  Abraham.  So  he 
adds  to  Ninus  the  note  “ Sub  hoc  Abraham  vixisse  constat 
and  makes  the  43rd  year  of  Ninus  to  coincide  with  the  1st  of 
Abraham.  Against  the  16th  reign  he  marks  “ Sub  hoc  fuit 
Moses  legislator.” 

In  the  column  of  Barbaras  some  variants  are  introduced 
as  being  needed  to  make  out  the  sum  given  by  him,  viz., 
“ 60  years,”  as  if  from  Ctcsias  and  Abydenus,  instead  of  40 
for  the  5th  reign  ; and  from  Anianus  and  Synccllus  22, 42, 
22,  44,  30,  38,  21,  and  42,  instead  of  20, 40,  20,  40,  29,  36, 
21,  and  40  years  for  his  14th,  16th,  26th,  29th,  30th,  32nd, 
35th,  and  37th  reigns  respectively:  and,  lastly,  45  instead  of 
25  from  Abydenus  and  Castor  for  his  20th  reign. 

The  augmentations  made  to  some  reigns  in  the  column  of 
Anianus  and  Syncellus,  whether  by  returning  to  the  higher 
figures  of  Ctesias  or  Abydenus  (which  had  been  curtailed 
first  by  Castor,  and  afterwards  again  by  Eusebius),  or  by 
arbitrary  variations  of  their  own,  need  no  comment,  since 
their  purpose  in  amplifying,  like  that  of  Eusebius  in  curtail- 
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ing,  is  rendered  clear  by  the  nature  of  their  chronological 
scheme. 

VI.  That  the  xlv  Chaldcean  kings  of  Bcrosus  were  really 
contemporary  with  the  Assyrian  empire  is  rendered  probable 
both  by  the  close  agreement  of  their  whole  duration  of  526 
years  with  that  of  520  specified  for  the  empire  by  Herodotus, 
and  also  by  tbe  circumstance  that  Berosus  himself  distinctly 
stated  that  in  point  of  lineal  succession  they  were  not  one 
dynasty  only,  but  two.  And  if  they  ended,  as  has  been  sup- 
posed above,  in  B.C.  709,  when  after  the  disaster  of  Senna- 
cherib, whether  before  (as  seems  to  be  implied  in  the  book 
of  Judith)  or  after  his  death,  Media  revolted,  it  will  follow 
that  either  Sennacherib  himself  is  the  45th  king  of  Berosus 
(the  25th  he  is  called  in  an  extract  from  Abydenus),  and  so 
enters,  as  one  element  at  least,  into  the  composition  of  the 
fabulous  Sardanapalus  of  Ctesias,  or  else,  if  Esarhaddon  be 
the  45th  and  last  king  of  the  empire  in  Berosus,  answering 
so  far  to  Ninus  II.  or  Saracus, — though  Ninus  II.  is  no  doubt 
more  properly  the  last  king  before  the  destruction  of  the 
city,  — his  name  only  must  have  been  included,  while  his 
reign,  all  but  some  short  space  at  its  commencement,  must 
belong  to  a distinct  and  later  series,  that  is,  to  the  continua- 
tion of  the  kings  of  Assyria  and  Nineveh  after  their  loss  of 
the  empire.  For  this  continuation  as  given  by  Berosus,  if  we 
place  the  reign  of  Esarhaddon  at  its  head,  we  have  only  im- 
perfect notices  in  passages  quoted  by  Josephus  and  Eusebius 
from  Polyhistor  and  Abydenus.  The  principal  of  these, 
which  is  from  Polyhistor,  is  given  in  the  old  Armenian  ver- 
sion of  Eusebius  thus : — 

“ A Xisuthro  et  a diluvio  donee  Medi  Babylonem  occu- 
parunt  summam  regum  lxxxvi  supputat  Polyhistor,  singu- 
losque  nominatim  e Berosi  libro  recenset.  Ex  horutn  autem 
omnium  cetatilus  annos  conficit  33,091  [34,080].  Post  hos, 
qui  succcssione  inconcussa  regnum  obtinuerant,  derepente 
Medos  collectis  copiis  Babylonem  cepisse  ait,  ibique  de  suis 
tyrannos  constituisse.  Ilinc  nomina  quoque  tyrannorum 
Medorum  edisscrit  viii,  annosque  eorum  224  ; ac  rursus  xi 
reges  et  annos  48  ; turn  et  Chaldaeos  reges  xlix,  annosque 
458  ; postea  et  Arabes  ix  reges  annosque  eorum  245.  Ilorum 
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annorum  reccnsione  perscripta,  (le  Semiramide  quoquc  narrat, 
quae  imperitavit  Assi/riis : rursumquc  distincte  admodum 
nomina  regum  xlv  enumerat,  iisque  annos  tribuit  52G. 
Post  hos  ait  extitisse  Chaldccorum  regcm  cui  nomen  Phulus 
erat,  quern  Hebraorum  quoque  bistoria  memorat,  quemque 
item  Pliulum  uiipcllat.  Ilic  Judaeam  invasisse  dicitur. 
Deindc  Polyhistor  Senecberibum  regno  potitum  esse  ait ; 
quern  quidem  Ilebraorum  libri  regnantem  referuntimperante 
HezecbiA  et  prophetante  Isaia.  Ait  autem  disertd  divinus 
liber  ‘Anno  xiv  Ezecbia;  regis  ascendissc  Senecberibum  ad 
urbes  Judaea;  inunitas.’  Et  quidem  Senecberibum  cum  ejus 
filio  Asordane  necnon  Marudacbo  Baldane  Cbaldaeorum  quo- 
que bistoriograpbus  memorat ; cum  quibus  etiain  Nabuehodo- 
nosorum,  ut  mox  dicetur.  Ilac  autem  ratione  de  iis  scribit. 
‘ Postquam  regno  defunctus  cst  Senecberibi  frater,  et 
post  Ilagiste  in  Babylonios  doininationem,  qui  quidem  non- 
dutn  expleto  30°  imperii  die  a Marudacho  Baldane  interemp- 
tus  est,  Marudachus  ipse  Baldanes  tyrannidem  invasit 
mensibus  vi,  donee  eum  sustulit  vir  quidam  nomine  Elibus, 
qui  et  in  regnum  successit.  Hoc  postremo  annum  jam  ter- 
tium  regnante  Senecberibus  rex  Assvriorum  copias  adversus 
Babylonios  contrabebat,  pradioque  cum  eis  conserto  supe- 
rior evadebat,  captumque  Elibum  cum  familiaribus  ejus 
in  Assyriam  transferri  jubebat.  Is  igitur  Babyloniorum 
potitus  filium  suum  Asordanem  eis  regem  imponebat,  ipse 
autem  in  Assyriam  reditum  maturabat.  Mox  quum  ad 
ejus  aures  rumor  esset  perlatus  Graces  in  Ciliciain  coactis 
copiis  bellum  transtulisse,  eos  protenus  aggressus  est,  pra- 
lioquc  inito,  multis  suorum  amissis,  liostes  nihilominus  pro- 
fligavit;  suamque  imaginem,  ut  esset  victoria;  monumentum, 
eo  loco  erectam  reliquit,  cui  Cbaldaicis  litteris  res  a se  gestas 
insculpi  mandavit.  Tarsum  quoque  urbem  ab  eo  structam 
ait  ad  Babylonia  exemplar,  eidemque  nomen  inditum  Tbar- 
sin.  Jam  et  reliquis  Senecberimi  gestis  perscriptis  subdit 
eum  annis  vixisse  regnantem  18,  donee  eidem  structis  a filio 
Ardumuzane  insidiis  extinctus  est.  IIa;c  Polybistor.  Sane 
etiam  tcmporacum  narratione  divinorumlibrorum  congruunt. 
Sub  Ezecbia  enira  Senecberimus  regnavit,  uti  Polybistor 
innuit,  annis  18  ; post  quern  ejusdem  filius  annis  8 ; turn  annis 
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21  Sammughes;  itemque  hujus  frater  21;  delude  Nabopulas- 
sarus  annis  20;  deinde  Nabuchodrosorus  43  ; ita  ut  a Sene- 
chcrimo  ad  Nabuchodrosorum  88  anni  excurrant.  Jam  si 
quis  Hebrasorum  libros  scrutetur,  paria  dictis  inveniet ; nam- 
que  post  Ezechiam  residuia  Judseis  Manasses  imperat  annis 
55;  deinde  Amosus  annia  12  [2];  turn  Josias  31;  postea 
Joachimus,  sub  cujus  regni  primordiis  occupaturus  Hiero- 
solyma  Nabuchodonosorus  supervenit.  Atqui  ab  Ezechia 
ad  Nabuchodonosorum  anni  excurrunt  88,  quotquot  nimirum 
Polyhistor  ex  historic  Chaldaica  supputavit.  His  omnibus 
absolutis,  pergit  denuo  Polyhistor  res  aliquot  ctiam  a Sene- 
chcribo  gestas  exponere,  deque  hujus  filio  eadem  plane  ratione 
scribit  qua  libri  Ilebrajorum  ; accurat&que  admodum  cuncta 
edisserit.  Pythagoras  sapiens  fertur  ea  tempestatc  sub  his 
regibus  extitisse.  Jam  post  Sammughen  imperitavit  Chal- 
dafis  Sardanapallus  21  annis.  Is  ad  Asdabagem,  qui  erat 
Mediere  gentis  pneses  et  Satrapa,  eopias  auxiliares  misit, 
videlicet  ut  filio  suo  Nabucod rossoro  desponderet  Amuhiam 
e filiabus  Asdahagis  unain.  Deinde  Nabucodrossorus  domi- 
natus  est  annis  43.”  The  parallel  and  in  some  respects  dif- 
ferent passage  of  Abydenus  has  already  been  transcribed 
above  at  p.  314. 

Those  lists,  then,  which  seem  to  be  given  as  if  from 
Berosus  by  Polyhistor  and  by  Abydenus  respectively  “ after 
Semiramis  and  the  xlv  kings  ” of  the  empire , with  their  “ 526 
years,”  are  as  follows  : — 


Polyhistor. 

1.  Pul  ...  Yrs.  — ? 

2.  Senecherimus,  reduced  Ba- 

bylon, taking  Elihus  pri- 
soner, whose  3rd  year  it 
then  was,  and  set  his  son 
Asordanes  over  Babylon. 

Aftc  rwards  he  warred,  not 
without  some  loss,  in  Ci- 
licia against  the  Greeks 
[i.  e.  on  account  of  Ci- 
tium ?]  set  up  his  tro- 
phies, and  founded  Tar- 
sus : was  slain  by  his  son 
Ardamuzanes  after  reign- 
ing years  - - - 18 


Abydenus. 

[1. - - - Yrs.  ] 

2.  Senecheribus, the  25th  king, 
who  subdued  Babylon 
and  defeated  a fleet  of 
the  Greeks  on  the  coast 
of  Cilicia;  set  up  brazen 
trophies  or  statues  with 
inscription;  and  founded 
Tarsus.  [Ncrgilus,  the 
king  whosuccecds  in  this 
list  of  Abydenus,  is  a 
plain  reduplication  of 
this  king,  as  he  is  said  to 
be  slain  by  his  son  Ad- 
rammclech.] 
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3.  The  son  of  the  preceding 

[who  was  really  not 
Adrnmmclcch  but  Esar- 
haddon]  - 8 

4.  Sammughes  [he  seems  to 

be  out  of  place  here, 
like  Nergilus  in  the  list 
of  Abydenus]  - - 21 

5.  The  brother  of  the  preceding. 

[ Among  the  Greek  kings 
of  Cyprus,  vassals  of 
Esarhaddon , one  named 
Pythagora s is  mentioned 
as  king  of  Idalium]  - 21 

6.  “ Then  Nabopulassar  20” 

(24  rather).  “After  Sam- 
mughes [and  “ his  bro- 
ther”?] Sardanapallus  99 
[who  so  is  one  with  Na- 
bopolassar]  44  reigned  2 1 
years.”  He  sent  to  As- 
tyages  to  ask  one  of  his 
daughters  for  his  son 
JVci  buchadnezzar  • 21 

7.  Then  Nabuchodrossorus 

or  Nabuchotlonosorus 
[who  as  succeeding  Sar - 
danapalus  is  parallel  with 
Saracus  of  Abydenus] 
reigned  years  - - 43 

[Total  sum  of  years  from 
the  accession  of  Sene- 
cherimus  - - 132] 


3.  Nergilus  succeeded,  who 

was  slain  by  his  son 
Adrameles  - 

4.  Adrameles, son  of  Nergilus; 

slain  by  his  brother  Ax- 
erdis  - 

5.  Axcrdis , brother  of  Adra- 

meles, after  slaying  him, 
pursued  his  mercenaries 
(among  whom  was  Py- 
thagoras as  far  as 
Byzantium;  he  also  con- 
quered Egypt 

6.  Then  Sardanapallus , who 

was  succeeded  by  Sara- 
cus. [If  Nergilus  and 
Adrameles  are  both  to  be 
suppressed  above,  Axer- 
dis  will  stand  for  Ksar- 
huddon,  and  two  reigns 
will  bo  wanting  below 
him.]  - 

7.  Saracus , who  sent  Busa- 

lassor  to  Babylon.  But 
he,  having  married  the 
daughter  of  Astyages  to 
his  son,  attacked  Nine- 
veh, and  Saracus  burned 
himself  with  his  palace. 
Then  Nebuchadnezzar 
built  the  walls  of  Baby- 
lon - - - 


These  two  lists  appear  to  be  parallel,  having  each  the 
same  number  of  five  kings  from  Sennacherib  to  Sardana- 
pallus, both  being  included,  describing  the  3rd  successor  of 
Sennacherib  as  “brother  of  the  preceding,”  and  having  the 
same  names,  Sennacherib  and  Sardanapallus,  for  the  first 
and  last  kings  of  the  five.  But  Polyhistor  confounds  Sarda- 
napallus, the  last  king  but  one  of  Nineveh,  with  Nabopo- 
lassar  king  of  Babylon,  the  father  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  who 
was  really  a generation  later  and  contemporary  with  the 
Saracus  of  Abydenus.  And  he  substitutes  a daughter  of 
Astyages  fora  daughter  of  Cyaxares,  and  the  name  of  Ncbu- 
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chadnezzar  son  of  Nabopolassar,  with  his  long  reign  of  43 
years,  for  that  of  Saracus  the  last  king  of  Nineveh,  which 
he  omits  altogether.  The  reigns,  too,  not  only  those  of 
“ Nabopolassar  ” or  “ Sardanapallus,”  and  his  son,  of  “ 20  ” 
or  “21”  and  “43”  years  respectively,  but  also  the  two 
preceding  these  of  21  years  each  (or  42  if  thrown  together), 
though  attached  to  the  names  of  two  kings  of  Nineveh,  seem 
to  be  really  from  the  Babylonian  list ; so  that  the  true  his- 
torical reigns  of  the  last  four  or  five  kings  of  Nineveh  (since 
Abydenus  gives  no  figures)  remain  unknown,  and  are  to  be 
sought  only  from  the  monuments. 

If  we  neglect  the  confusion  of  Babylonian  names  and 
reigns  with  Assyrian,  and  treat  the  list  of  Polyhistor  as  if  he 
had  written  in  the  last  place  “ Saracus  or  Nabuchodonoso- 
rus,”  instead  of  writing  “ Nabuchodonosorus  ” only,  then  the 
two  reigns  of  his  Sardanapalus  and  Saracus  cannot  end  later 
than  the  capture  of  Nineveh  in  B.C.  606.  And  if  we  go  back 
from  that  date  (43  + 21  +21  +21  +8  + 18  = ) 132  years,  we 
shall  make  the  accession  of  the  king  called  Sennacherib,  or 
rather  the  commencement  of  the  first  reign  to  which  years 
are  assigned,  to  stand  at  B.c.  (606  + 132  = ) 737,  a date  which 
may  suit,  perhaps,  well  enough  to  indicate  the  accession  of 
Shalmanczer  or  Eneraessar,  of  whom  J osephus  has  a relation 
very  similar  in  some  points  to  what  Polyhistor  and  Abydenus 
give  of  their  Senecherimus ; for  he  extracts  from  the  Tyrian 
Chronicle  of  Menander  Tyrius  the  following  : — “ One 
[king],  whose  name  was  Elulxus,  reigned  36  years.  This 
king,  upon  the  revolt  of  the  Cilteans  ” [of  Cyprus,  that  is, 
who  are  the  “ Greeks  ” in  the  narrative  of  Berosus],  “ sailed 
against  them,  and  reduced  them  to  submission.  Against 
these  did  the  king  of  Assyria  send  an  army,  and  he  overran  all 
Phoenicia,  but  soon  made  peace  with  them  all  and  returned 
back.  But  Sidon,  and  Ace,  and  Palsetyrus  revolted,  and 
many  other  cities  there  were  which  delivered  themselves  up 
to  the  king  of  Assyria.  Accordingly,  when  the  Tyrians 
would  not  submit  to  him,  the  king  returned,  and  fell  upon 
them  again,  while  the  Phoenicians  had  furnished  him  with 
60  ships,  and  800  [8000  ?]  men  to  row  them ; and  when  the 
Tyrians  bad  come  upon  them  in  twelve  ships,  and  the 
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enemies’  ships  were  dispersed,  they  took  500  men  prisoners  ” 
[here  one  is  reminded  of  the  words  “ multis  suorum  amissis  ” 
in  Polyhistor],  “and  the  reputation  of  all  the  citizens  of 
Tyre  was  thereby  increased.  But  the  king  of  Assyria 
returned,  and  placed  guards  at  their  rivers  and  aqueducts 
who  should  hinder  the  Tyrians  from  drawing  water.  This 
continued  for  five  years,  and  still  the  Tyrians  held  out  under 
the  siege,  and  drank  from  the  wells  they  had  digged.  And 
this,”  concludes  Josephus,  “ is  what  is  written  in  the  Tyrian 
archives  concerning  Shalmanezer,  the  king  of  Assyria.” 
(Ant.  Jucl.  ix.  2.) 

But  though  this  passage  of  Menander  certainly  seems  to 
refer  to  much  the  same  acts  as  are  connected  by  Berosus 
with  the  name  of  Sennacherib,  while  Menander  according  to 
Josephus  connected  them  with  the  name  of  Shalmanezer,  it  is 
to  be  observed  that  the  name  “Shalmanezer”  does  not  occur 
in  the  passage  itself;  and  it  is  quite  possible  that  Josephus, 
or  some  one  else  whom  he  here  followed,  merely  con- 
cluded for  himself  that  the  king  of  Assyria  alluded  to 
ought  to  be  Shalmanezer,  because  the  reigns  of  the  kings  of 
Nineveh  given  by  Polyhistor,  if  reckoned  upwards  from  the 
capture  of  the  city  (with  the  43  years  really  belonging  to 
Nebuchadnezzar  included  for  the  last  reign  of  Saracus), 
seemed  to  carry  up  the  king  named  Sennacherib  to  about 
the  place  belonging  to  Shalmanezer.  But  now  it  is  said 
that  these  same  events,  or  some  of  them,  have  been  found 
recorded  in  Assyrian  inscriptions  of  the  3rd  year  of  a king 
named  Sennacherib,  in  which  the  name  of  “ Luliya  ” (Elu- 
heus)  also  is  identified,  and  he  is  culled  “ king  of  Sidon.” 
But  apparently,  as  has  been  said,  the  accession  of  the  Sen- 
nacherib of  Polyhistor  is  thrust  up  to  b.c.  737,  and  the  reign 
of  18  years  assigned  to  him,  if  distinguished  from  the  acts 
now  known  to  belong  to  a later  Sennacherib,  may  be  taken 
to  indicate  the  historical  reign  of  the  Shalmanezer  of  Jose- 
phus and  the  Scriptures,  the  successor  of  Tiglath-Pilezer  to 
whom  Ahaz,  about  b.c.  741,  had  submitted  himself  in  order 
to  obtain  help  against  Damascus  and  Samaria,  and  the  next 
but  one  after  Pul,  who,  before  b.c.  769,  had  received  tri- 
bute from  Mcnahem.  And  if  Shalmanezer  died  in  B.C. 
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(738  — 18  = ) 720,  just  after  the  final  capture  of  Samaria,  the 
next  reign  of  Polyliistor  (considered  apart  from  the  name) 
with  its  8 years,  might  seem  perhaps  to  suit  for  the  historical 
reign  of  the  Sennacherib  of  Josephus  and  the  Scriptures. 
So  this  Sennacherib  would  reign  from  b.c.  720  to  B.C. 
712,  and  his  death  would  agree  with  the  date  assigned  for 
it  in  the  book  of  Tobit,  being  within  the  15th  year  of  Ileze- 
kiah,  only  45  days  after  hid  return  to  Nineveh.  And  at  this 
same  point  of  time,  or  very  early  iti  the  reign  of  Esarhaddon, 
Josephus,  it  is  plain,  understood  the  Assyrian  empire  to  ter- 
minate, for  he  writes  thus  : — “At  this  time  it  was  that  the 
empire  of  the  Assyrians  was  put  an  end  to  by  the  Medes ; 
but  of  this  I shall  treat  elsewhere.  But  the  king  of  Babylon, 
whose  name  was  Baladan,  sent  ambassadors  to  Ilezekiah,  with 
presents,  and  desired  he  would  be  his  ally  and  friend.”  ( Ant . 
Jud.  x.  2.)  And,  again  (at  the  beginning  of  ch.  v.),  he  writes: 
— “ Now  Necho,  king  of  Egypt,  raised  an  army,  and  inarched 
to  the  Euphrates,  in  order  to  fight  with  the  Medes  and  Baby- 
lonians who  had  [at  some  time  before  the  end  of  the  reign  of 
Josiah]  overthrown  the  empire  of  the  Assyrians.  For  he  had 
an  ambition  to  reign  over  Asia.”  But  from  the  cessation  of  the 
empire  on  or  soon  after  the  death  of  Sennacherib  in  b.c.  712 
— the  cessation  should  be  put  according  to  Herodotus  3 years 
later,  in  B.C.  709 — we  have  in  the  list  of  Polyliistor  only 
four  Babylonian  reigns,  representing  in  their  collective  sum 
of  (21+21  + 21+43  = ) 106  years,  the  chronological  con- 
tinuance of  the  Assyrian  kings  to  the  capture  of  Nineveh  in 
b.c.  606,  but  not  at  all  likely  to  represent  exactly  the  his- 
torical subdivisions  of  the  reigns,  which  seem  to  have  been 
six  or  seven  in  number.  Dismissing,  then,  the  inquiry  as 
to  the  reigns,  for  ascertaining  which  we  have  no  sufficient 
data,  let  us  consider  the  names  which  are  given. 

And  first,  if  we  look  only  to  written  evidence,  and  to  the 
apparent  agreement  of  the  Books  of  Kings  and  Chronicles, 
of  the  Prophet  Isaiah,  and  of  Tobit,  with  the  statements  of 
Herodotus,  and  with  the  indications  of  Ctesia3  and  Berosus, 
we  might  collect  that  Shalmanezer  or  Enemessar  (Tobit  i., 
Lat.  Vulg.,  and  Greek  of  LXX.),  the  king  who  besieged 
Samaria  in  the  4th  year  of  Ilezekiah  (4  Kings  xviii.  9), 
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either  himself  took  it,  and  reigned  on  for  some  years  after 
the  6th  of  llezekiah  and  was  succeeded  by  a son  named 
Sennacherib  (Tob.  i.  2,  13,  and  18  of  Lat.,  “post  multum 
verb  temporis,”&c.),  or  else  that  he  was  succeeded  by  a king 
named  Sargon,  respecting  whom  Isaiah  mentions  that  his 
army,  under  Tartan,  took  Aslulod  (Is.  xx.  i.).  In  the  latter 
case  Sennacherib  must  have  been  really  the  son  not  of 
Shalmanczer  but  of  Sargon,  and  he  may  be  called  in  Tobit 
the  son  of  Shalmanczer  only  because  in  that  bonk  the  name 
and  reign  of  Shalmanezer  are  erroneously  made  to  cover  the 
name  and  reign  of  his  successor  Sargon.  We  may  collect 
then  that  Sennacherib,  whether  the  son  of  Shalmanezer  or 
rather  of  Sargon,  was  already  on  the  throne,  whether  only  as 
associated  (for  in  one  place,  2 Chron.  xxviii.  16,  “the  kings 
of  Assyria  ” are  spoken  of  in  the  plural)  or  as  sole  ruler, 
some  short  time  at  least  before  the  14th  year  of  Hezekiah 
(b.  c.  7 1 3 — 7 1 2),  Mardoc  Empadus  or  Empalus,  who  is  Mero- 
dach  Baladan,  being  at  the  same  time  king  of  Babylon  and 
independent  of  Assyria:  that  in  B.  c.  709,  when  Merodach 
Baladan  had  reigned  12  years,  Babylon  was  recovered  by  the 
king  of  Assyria ; and  that  a brother  of  Sennacherib,  named 
in  the  Astronomical  Canon  Archianus,  reigned  over  Babylon 
after  it  had  been  recovered  for  5 years,  that  is,  to  B.  c.  704, 
when  his  reign  ended  either  by  his  death  or  by  an  insur- 
rection, and  was  followed  by  an  interregnum  of  2 years, 
during  which  Ilagisa  reigned  30  days,  and  Merodach  Bala- 
dan, who  slew  Hagisa  (sustulit),  6 months,  ending  in 
B.  C.  702 : that  Sennacherib  in  the  14th  of  llezekiah,  3 
or  4 years  before  his  brother  Archianus  became  king  at 
Babylon,  took  the  fenced  cities  of  Judah  ; whereupon  lleze- 
kiah submitted,  and  paid  a fine  and  tribute  of  30  talents  of 
gold  and  300  of  silver,  besides  giving  all  the  silver  which  he 
could  find  in  his  own  house  and  in  the  Temple  : that  on  some 
later  occasion  (when  Hezekiah  had  again  shown  a disposition 
to  revolt),  and  seemingly  soon  after  the  reduction  of  Babylon 
in  b.  c.  709,  Sennacherib  again  threatened  Jerusalem,  which 
was  saved  by  a miraculous  destruction  of  the  Assyrian  army 
then  on  the  frontiers  of  Egypt : further,  that  on  this  event, 
if  not  before  it,  Media  revolted,  and  Babylon  too,  as  we  have 
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seen,  4 or  5 years  later : that  nevertheless,  in  B.  C.  699,  Sen- 
nacherib once  more  reduced  Babylon,  and  slew  Belibus,  who 
had  reigned  there  3 years,  making  his  own  son  Asordanes 
according  to  Polyhistor,  but  according  to  the  Astronomical 
Canon  Apronadius,  king  in  hU  stead : and  Apronadius  reigned 
at  Babylon  till  B.  C.  693  : lastly,  that  Sennacherib  within  55 
or  45  days  after  an  event  mentioned  in  the  book  of  Tobit,but 
not  necessarily  within  55  or  45  days  of  his  return  after  the 
miraculous  destruction  of  his  army,  was  slain  by  his  sons 
Adrammelech  and  Sharezer  or  Ardamuzanes,  who  escaped 
into  Armenia,  while  Sennacherib  was  succeeded  by  his  son 
Esarhaddon,  whom  Polyhistor  seems  to  identify  with  Aprona- 
dius who  had  reigned  from  B.  c.  699  to  b.  c.  693  in  Babylon. 
On  this  view  it  would  be  during  the  reign  of  Sennacherib 
that  the  520  years  of  Assyrian  empire  ended. 

If  one  "were  to  go  only  on  some  indications  of  Greek 
writers  it  might  also  seem  that  the  Pul  of  Polyhistor  and 
Berosus  is  to  be  identified  with  Esarhaddon,  the  son  and  suc- 
cessor of  Sennacherib.  For  Pul  is  named  next  after  the 
526,  or,  more  exactly,  the  520  years,  of  the  Assyrian  empire. 
The  names  Sarddon  and  Pul  seem  to  unite  in  the  name  of 
that  “ Sardanapalus,”  who  was  neither  effeminate  like  the 
later  Sardanapalus,  the  last  king  but  one  of  Nineveh,  nor  was 
burned  with  his  palace  like  Saracus,  the  last  king,  when 
Nineveh  was  taken  by  the  Modes  and  Babylonians;  but 
who  was  “ energetic  and  warlike,  SpacrTt'ipios  xal  yevvaios  ” 
(according  to  Hellanicus  and  Callisthenes),  who,  after  his 
loss  of  the  former  Assyrian  empire,  “ psrd  t rjv  dvo-mataiv  rijs 
2,vp(ov  apxfjs”  (according  to  Cleitarchus),  “ warred  in  Cilicia 
and  Syria,  and  founded  the  cities  of  Tarsus  and  Anchiale,” 
and  “ died  a natural  death  in  his  old  age,  6 y’jpg  reXsvrtjcras  ” 
(according  to  the  same).  His  tomb,  according  to  Aristobulus 
and  other  writers,  was  at  Anchiale,  with  a stone  statue  on  it 
having  the  fingers  of  the  right  hand  clenched,  and  an  inscrip- 
tion in  these  words:  “ Sardanapalus  son  of  [S]enahimpcripsus 
founded  Anchiale  and  Tarsus  in  one  day : HapSavdiraWos 
A vanvv&apa^ov  irais  ’A y^idAtjv  eosipe  teal  T apaov  r)pjpp  puij.” 
“Near  to  this  tomb  Alexander”  the  Great,  it  is  added, 
“ encamped  when  on  his  march  into  Upper  Asia.” 
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The  names,  however,  and  the  reigns  and  acts  of  re- 
mote kings  are  often  interchanged  and  confused  by  Greek 
writers.  And  it  would  seem  that  in  this  case  there  has  been 
some  such  confusion ; since  the  war  in  Cilicia  and  the  foun- 
dation of  Tarsus  and  Anchiale#arc  connected  by  Polyhistor 
(and  so,  also,  we  may  suppose,  by  Berosus)  not  with  the 
name  of  Pul,  or  “ Sarddon-Pul  son  of  [S]enakimperipsus,” 
whom  he  named  first  after  the  526  years  of  the  empire,  but 
with  that  of  Sennacherib  himself.  Yet  neither  is  Polyhistor 
consistent  with  himself  or  with  the  Astronomical  Canon  in 
the  names  and  chronology  of  his  Assyrian  reigns.  For  if 
we  make  the  43  years  of  his  Nebuchadnezzar  as  being  iden- 
tified by  implication  with  Saracus,  the  last  king  of  Nineveh,  to 
end  at  the  capture  of  Nineveh  in  b.  c.  606,  the  date  required 
by  Herodotus  (if  only  30  years  instead  of  29  be  allowed  to 
Cyrus)  and  indicated  by  the  Scriptures  (compare  2 Kings 
xxiii.  19,  B.  c.  609,  and  Jercm.  xxv.  15 — 26,  b.  c.  605),  then, 
as  we  have  seen,  the  reigns  both  of  the  Pul  and  of  the  Sen- 
nacherib of  Polyhistor  are  thrust  up  far  too  high  for  that 
synchronism  which  he  attaches  to  his  Sennacherib  when  he 
writes  that  Belibus  “ in  ” or  after  his  3rd  year  at  Babylon 
was  reduced  by  Sennacherib.  For  the  accession  of  the  Sen- 
nacherib of  Polyhistor  is  thus  thrust  up  to  B.C.  (606+43 
+ 21+21  + 21+8  + 18  = ) 738,  while  the  3rd  year  of  Belibus 
ended  according  to  the  Astronomical  Canon  in  b.  c.  699. 
But  if  — without  noticing  the  fact  that  the  43  years  of 
Nebuchadnezzar  are  paralleled  by  implication  with  the  reign 
of  Saracus,  the  last  king  of  Nineveh,  since  the  reign  of 
Nabopolassar,  the  father  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  is  expressly 
identified  by  Polyhistor  with  that  of  Sardanapalus  the  pre- 
decessor of  Saracus,  and  the  last  king  but  one  of  Nineveh 
— we  assign  to  the  reign  of  Nabopolassar  its  true  place,  as  if 
its  first  19  years  had  been  identified  or  paralleled  with  the 
reign  of  Saracus,  then  we  obtain  b.  C.  (604 +(2  + 19)  + 21 
+ 21  -t-  8 + 18,  or  b.c.  736—43  = ) 693  for  the  accession  of 
that  Sennacherib  of  Polyhistor,  who,  according  to  him,  con- 
quered Belibus  and  placed  on  the  throne  of  Babylon  his 
own  son  Asordanes.  But  this,  as  has  been  said  above,  was 
done  according  to  the  Astronomical  Canon  in  B.  C.  699. 
And  since  other  particulars  similarly  connected  by  Polyhis- 
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tor  with  the  same  reign  and  the  same  name  Sennacherib  (as 
that  of  being  slain  by  his  son  Ardamuzanes,  or,  according  to 
Moses  Choronensis,  by  his  sons  Adrammclech  and  Sharezer 
or  Agdamuzanes),  certainly  belong  to  the  Sennacherib  of  the 
Scriptures,  we  may  infer  that  the  process  above  suggested,  of 
cutting  off  from  Polyhistor’s  Assyrian  series  the  reign  of 
his  Nebuchadnezzar,  and  drawing  down  the  reign  of  his 
Nabopolassar  so  as  to  make  it  represent  the  Assyrian  reign  of 
Saracus  instead  of  that  of  Sardanapalus,  wa3  inadmissible ; 
and  that,  if  there  was  in  truth  any  Ninevite  accession  in  B.  C. 
693,  it  was  not  that  of  Sennacherib  but  that  of  his  son 
Asordanes,  who  then,  upon  the  death  of  his  father,  may  have 
become  the  king  of  Assyria. 

If  Apronadius  of  the  Canon,  who  was  in  B.  c.  699  made 
king  of  Babylon,  was  in  truth,  as  Polyhistor  seems  to  im- 
ply by  calling  him  Asordanes,  one  and  the  same  person  with 
Esarhaddon,  it  becomes  a question  whether  the  8 years 
given  to  the  “ son  of  Sennacherib  ” by  Polyhistor  are  to  be 
reckoned  from  his  first  accession  at  Babylon,  or  from  the 
death  of  his  father  6 years  later.  In  the  latter  case  he  would 
have  as  sole  king  only  2 years,  and  would  be  succeeded 
in  b.  c.  691  by  a son  called  Sammughes  according  to  Poly- 
histor, but  according  to  Abydeuus  by  a brother  named  Axer- 
dis.  Polyhistor  and  Abydenus  both  .agree  in  this,  that  he 
whom  each  of  them  names  third  after  Sennacherib  was  the 
brother  of  him  whom  each  names  second.  But  while  Poly- 
histor after  “ the  son  of  Sennacherib,”  that  is,  after  Esar- 
haddon, whom,  however,  he  does  not  name,  has  a grandson 
of  Sennacherib  whom  he  calls  Sammughes,  and  Sammughes 
is  succeeded  by  a “ brother,”  Abydenus  after  Sennacherib 
has  a son  called  Nergilus,  who  must  be  a reduplication  of 
Sennacherib  himself,  since  he  is  “ slain  by  his  son  A dram- 
melech and  this  Adrammclech,  who  is  made  to  succeed, 
and  who  so  represents  Esarhaddon,  is  himself  in  turn  slain 
and  succeeded  by  a brother,  Axerdis.  But  in  truth  Adram- 
melecli,  as  we  know,  escaped ; and  Esarhaddon,  if  he  “ died 
a natural  death  in  his  old  age,”  was  not  slain  by  a brother. 
Yet  the  short  reign  of  8,  or  perhaps  of  only  2 years,  given' 
by  Polyhistor  to  the  son  and  first  successor  of  Sennacherib, 
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that  is  to  Esarhaddon,  certainly  rather  favours  the  idea  that 
he  may  have  been  slain  and  succeeded  by  a brother  named 
Axerdis,  and  that  it  may  have  been  Axerdis,  not  Esarhad- 
don, “ who  died  a natural  death  in  his  old  age.”  If  so,  the 
Sammughcs  of  Polyhistor  and  the  Ncrgilus  of  Abydcnus, 
if  not  altogether  fictitious,  must  be  taken  to  be  misplaced, 
and  to  represent  a reign  which  really  was  not  the  second,  nor 
the  first,  but  the  third  after  that  of  Sennacherib. 

In  any  case  the  first  accession  of  Sennacherib  himself  will 
be  carried  back  from  B.C.  693,  not  perhaps  by  all  those  43 
years  of  Nebuchadnezzar  which  Polyhistor  seems  to  parallel 
with  the  last  Ninevite  reign,  but  by  something  more  than  20 
years  at  least,  that  is,  to  about  B.C.  713 — 712,  if  he  invaded 
Judata  in  the  14  th  of  Ilezekiah.  If  indeed  it  is  true,  as  Dr. 
Hincks  seems  to  assert,  that  an  Assyrian  inscription  from 
Khorsabad  published  by  M.  Botta  shows  the  predecessor  of 
Sargon,  that  is,  Shalmanezer,  to  have  been  still  living  in 
the  6th  year  of  that  king,  then  it  may  be  supposed  that  Sen- 
nacherib at  some  time  between  the  6th  year  of  Sargon  and 
the  14th  of  Hczekiah,  perhaps  on  the  dcirth  of  Shalmanezer, 
was  associated  with  Sargon,  and  reigned  conjointly  with  him 
to  his  death,  in  like  manner  as  Sargon  himself  had  been 
associated  and  had  reigned  conjointly  with  Shalmanezer,  to 
the  death  of  the  latter.  On  this  supposition  it  might  be 
intelligible  how  a general  sent  by  Sargon  might  take  Ashdod, 
that  is  before  B.C.  714,  and  how  the  same  Sargon  in  B.C. 
709  might  reduce  Mar  doc  Empadus  or  Empalus,  who  is 
Merodach  Baladan,  after  he  had  held  Babylon  12  years, 
while  yet  in  b.c.  713 — 712,  it  was  Sennacherib  who  took  the 
fenced  cities  of  Judah  and  forced  Ilezekiah  to  submission. 

In  the  twentieth  chapter  of  Isaiah  it  seems  to  be  fore- 
told that  from  some  date  not  less  than  3 years  later  than  the 
capture  of  Ashdod  by  Sargon  the  king  of  Assyria  should 
during  3 years  lay  waste  Egypt,  and  lead  away  the  Egyp- 
tians and  Ethiopians  as  captives.  But  Sevechus  or  Sabaco 
II.,  who  reigned  14  years  from  B.C.  728  to  b.c.  7 14,  and  to 
whom  Hoshca  first  and  afterwards  Ilezekiah  looked  for 
'support  when  they  rebelled  or  meditated  rebelling  against 
Assyria,  seems,  after  suffering  perhaps  some  reverses  in 
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Syria,  to  have  made  terms  with  Sargon  or  Sennacherib,  or 
with  both.  This  is  proved  by  his  seal,  once  affixed  to  a 
treaty,  which  has  been  found  in  the  ruins  of  the  palace  of 
Sennacherib  at  Kouyunjik.  Nor  had  Egypt  as  yet  been 
conquered  when  Hczekiah  was  threatened  the  second  time 
by  Sennacherib,  since  Tirhakah  (whose  accession  was  in  b.c. 
714)  waited  not  to  be  attacked,  but  came  up  out  of  Egypt 
to  dispute  the  possession  of  Syria  with  the  Assyrians;  and 
Sennacherib,  in  his  letter  to  Hczekiah,  spoke  of  the  power  of 
Egypt  as  only  bruised  not  broken.  And  for  that  time,  as  we 
know,  it  was  saved  from  being  broken  by  the  destruction  of 
Sennacherib’s  army.  It  may  be  then  that  those  three  years 
during  which  the  predicted  humiliation  of  Egypt  and  Ethi- 
opia was  accomplished  were  in  the  reign  of  Esarhaddon, 
or  rather  of  Esarhaddon  and  his  successor  Axerdis,  since 
Abydenus  writes  of  Axerdis  that  he  conquered  Egypt 
as  well  as  the  inland  parts  of  Syria.  And  the  fable  of 
the  Greek  Pythagoras,  who  was  enabled  to  learn  the 
wisdom  of  the  Chaldseans  by  serving  in  the  armies  of 
“ these  kings  ” according  to  l’olyhistor,  or  more  particu- 
larly in  those  of  Axerdis  according  to  Abydenus,  is  ac- 
counted for  by  an  inscription  of  the  time  of  Esarhaddon  in 
which,  among  other  kings  of  the  Greek  cities  in  Cyprus  his 
vassals,  one  named  Pythagoras  is  mentioned  as  king  of 
Citium.  As  regards  Egypt,  if  it  were  overrun  during  3 
years  by  Esarhaddon  and  Axerdis,  and  Esarhaddon  reigned 
only  2 years  from  the  death  of  his  father,  the  humiliation  of 
Egypt  and  Ethiopia  would  be  during  the  (b.c.  714  — 693  = ) 
22nd,  23rd,  and  24th,  or  during  the  23rd,  24th, and  25th  years 
of  Tirhakah,  from  b.c.  693  to  b.c.  690,  or  from  b.c.  692  to 
B.C.  689.  This  however  is  certain,  that  the  final  issue  of  the 
contest  for  the  possession  of  Egypt  was  in  favour  of  Tir- 
hakah, who  seems  to  have  reigned  in  all  31  years  to  his  death 
in  B.C.  683,  though  it  is  possible  that  he  reigned  even  51 
years.  For  had  the  war  with  the  Assyrians  ended  to  the 
disadvantage  of  Tirhakah,  Megasthenes  would  never  have 
heard  in  Asia  a story  associating  him  with  Sesostris  and 
Nebuchadnezzar,  who  were  fabled  to  have  carried  their 
arms  into  Europe,  and  even  to  the  Pillars  of  Hercules. 
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If  the  historical  .illusions  contained  at  the  beginning  of 
the  book  of  Judith  are  worth  attending  to,  — and  this 
book  like  that  of  Tobit  was  written  in  the  Cbaldsean  dialect, 
and  so  its  incidental  allusions  to  local  history  are  less  likely 
to  be  altogether  inaccurate, — it  would  seem  that  the  king  of 
Nineveh  who  defeated  and  slew  a king  of  Media  — and  this 
latter  king  must  be  Phraortes  Who  was  slain  in  B.C.  634— was 
then  in  the  17th  year  of  his  reign,  so  that  his  accession  must 
have  been  in  B.C.  650.  It  is  true  that  in  the  same  book  of 
Judith  this  king  of  Nineveh  is  called  Nabuchodonosor  by  a 
confusion  similar  to  that  of  Polyhistor ; and  he  is  made  to 
invade  Media,  whereas  in  truth  the  Medes  under  Phraortes 
were  the  assailants ; and  Phraortes  himself  is  called  Arphaxad 
(i.  e.  Arbaees),  and  is  confused'  with  Deioces  the  founder  ef 
Ecbatana;  and  the  commander  of  the  Assyrian  army  has  a 
Persian  name,  lloloj ernes ; and  the  Temple  in  Judasa  is  spoken 
of  as  already  destroyed;  all  which  particulars  are  manifestly 
fabulous,  and  make  against  the  expectation  of  accuracy  in 
other  points.  Still  the  year  of  the  Assyrian  king  who  slew 
Phraortes — since  this  event  in  Media  and  the  neighbouring 
countries  was  one  of  great  notoriety  — may  have  been 
rightly  designated.  And  if  it  was,  then  we  may  collect  that 
the  two  reigns  of  Esarhaddon  and  his  son  Sammughes  or  his 
brother  [Axerdis],  if  there  were  only  these  two,  or  the  three 
of  Esarhaddon,  his  son  Sammughes,  and  Axerdis  the  brother 
of  Sammughes,  if  there  were  three  reigns  intervening  be- 
tween the  Sennacherib  and  the  Sandanapalus  of  Polyhistor 
and  Abydenus,  lasted  together  43  years,  from  B.C.  693  to 
B.c.  650.  And  the  last  two  Ninevite  reigns  of  Sardanapalus 
and  Saracus  would  seem  in  that  case  to  have  had  together 
44  years,  divisible  either  into  21+23,  or  20  + 24,  or  25  + 19, 
and  ending  in  B.C.  606. 

In  the  name  of  the  last  king  but  one  of  Nineveh,  whom  both 
Polyhistor  and  Abydenus,  and  so  doubtless  Berosus  also, 
named  Sardanapalus,  we  have  the  historical  source  of  that 
effeminate  and  luxurious  Sardanapalus  who  in  the  fable  of 
Ctesias  was  drawn  up  to  the  end  of  the  empire  ; unless  it  be 
more  true  to  say  that  the  end  of  the  empire  was  drawn  down 
to  him,  as  the  last  of  a whole  line  of  faineants.  The  strange 
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misrepresentation  by  which  the  effeminacy  and  luxury  of  a 
single  king  was  imputed  to  all  his  predecessors  is  only  to  be 
accounted  for  by  considering  that  Ctesias’s  informants  were 
not  Assyrians  nor  Babylonians,  but  Medes  or  Persians,  who 
would  be  as  little  likely  to  do  justice  to  Assyrian  history  as 
the  priests  of  Phthah  at  Memphis  would  be  likely  to  descant 
upon  the  glories  of  Thebes.  But  as  regards  Sardanapalus 
himself,  though  his  wealth  is  mentioned  by  Herodotus,  and 
though  the  fame  of  his  luxury  was  known  to  Aristophanes, 
the  story  of  his  having  been  the  last  king  of  Nineveh,  and  of 
his  having  burned  himself  with  his  palace  when  the  Medes 
took  the  city,  is  contradicted  by  many  authors.  It  is  alluded 
to  without  being  credited  by  Aristotle;  and  it  is  entirely  set 
aside  by  a fact  which  acquired  great  celebrity.  For  the 
luxurious  and  effeminate  Sardanapalus  left  at  Nineveh  a 
high  mound  and  a tomb  with  an  Epicurean  inscription, 
translated  afterwards  into  seven  Greek  hexameter  lines  by 
Chcerilus.  These  lines  are  quoted  by  many  writers,  and 
they  are  given  at  length  by  Athenams.  ( Clinton,  F.  II.  i. 
p.  276).  This  fact  of  course  implies  that  Sardanapalus  had 
at  least  one  successor  who  reigned  at  Nineveh  after  his 
death ; and  this  his  successor  is  distinctly  mentioned  in  con- 
nection with  the  story  by  Diodorus,  even  while  he  is  describ- 
ing that  Sardanapalus  of  Ctesias  with  whom  the  monarchy 
was  fabled  to  have  ended  : — “ ’Em  roaouro  Trpor/^Oi]  rpvtprjs 
ware  brua)hgiov  bis  airrov  Trou/aai,  teal  TrapayyelXai  tois 
Cialo-^ois  tt/s  <ipX’I?  pBTa  tt)v  eavrov  tbXsxjttjv  svl  top  Tatpov 
iiriypuypai  to  avyypaephv  piv  irrr  etcelvov  psOepprjVBvOlv  be 
voTspov  irjro  twos  "EXXijvos”  [by  Choerilus  according  to 
Amyntas,  who  is  referred  to  by  Athenams,  xii.  p.  529], 
“ Eu  elbeos  oti  6i»]tos  ecpvs,"  tc.  t.  X. 

The  last  king  of  Nineveh,  the  Saracus  of  Abydenus  or 
Ninus  II.  of  Castor  and  Barbarus,  is  no  doubt  in  this  one 
respect  the  Sardanapalus  of  Ctesias,  that  the  capture  of 
Nineveh  by  the  Medes  and  the  Babylonians,  the  burning  of 
the  palaces  of  the  Assyrian  kings  there  and  elsewhere,  and 
the  destruction  of  the  city  of  Nineveh  itself,  are  connected 
with  his  reign.  And  he  may  have  been  himself  slain  and 
burned  at  the  same  time  in  his  palace.  But  it  is  no  more 
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necessary  on  this  account  to  suppose  that  the  name  Sardana- 
palus  belonged  to  him  also,  and  to  make  of  him  a Sardana- 
palus  III.,  than  it  is  necessary  in  the  parallel  case  of  the 
fabulous  and  compound  Sesostris  of  the  Egyptians  to  suppose 
that  the  name  Sesostris  or  Sesortasen  belonged  historically 
to  all  the  kings  who  are  blended  and  confused  together. 

VII.  Besides  the  continuation  of  the  Assyrian  kings  from 
the  cessation  of  the  empire  to  the  destruction  of  Nineveh, 
Bcrosus,  no  doubt,  named  the  contemporary  kings  of  his 
own  city  of  Babylon,  at  least  from  the  era  of  Nabonassnr, 
if  not  throughout,  and  also  the  kings  of  Media  and 
Persia  from  the  time  that  Media  became  independent  of 
Assyria.  The  kings  of  Babylon  from  Nabonassar  (who, 
according  to  Berosus,  ordered  all  the  records  of  earlier  kings 
to  be  destroyed)  may  be  recovered  in  part  from  the  quota- 
tions of  Josephus  and  other  authors,  and  in  full  from  the 
Astronomical  Canon  preserved  and  continued  by  Hipparchus 
and  by  Claudius  Ptolemy.  They  stand  as  follows: — 


Genuine  Canon. 

Keel,  and  Math.edd.of  Sync  ! 

King. 

Year* 

from  in  B.  c. 

Eccl. 

Math. 

Nabonassar 

14 

Feb.  26,  747 

25 

14 

Nadius 

2 

Feb.  23,  733 

8 

2 

Chinzirus  et  Porus 

5 

Feb.  23,  731 

5 

5 

Jiigauis 

ft 

Feb.  21,  726 

5 

5 

Mardoc-Enipadus 

12 

Feb.  20,  721 

12 

12 

Archianus 

Interregnum  [in  which  *1 

5 

Feb  17,  709 

5 

5 

Hugisa  30  days  and  | 
Murudach  Buldnnes  f 

2 

Feb.  16,  704 

2 

2 

6 months] 
Bclibus 

3 

Feb.  15,  702 

3 

3 

Apronadius 

6 

Feb.  15,  699 

G 

6 

Regibalus 

1 

Feb.  13,  693 

1 

1 

Mcsesiinorducus 

4 

Feb.  13,  692 

4 

4 

Interregnum 

8 

Feb.  12,  688 

.8 

8 

Asaridinus 

13 

Feb.  10,  680 

13 

13 

Saosduchinus 

20 

Feb.  7,  667 

9 

9 

Chinaladanus 

22 

Feb.  2,  647 

14 

14 

Nabopolnssar 

21 

Jan.  27,  625 

21 

21 

Nabocolasaarus 

43 

Jan.  21,  604 

43 

43 

Ilvarodamus 
Nericassolassarus  [in-  ] 

2 

Jan.  11,  561 

5 

3 

eluding  9m  of  La-  1 
borosoarchod  ] 

4 

Jan.  11,  559 

3 

5 

Nabonadius 

17 

Jan.  10,  555 

17 

34 

Sum  for  xxi.  reigns 

209, 

to  B.  0.  538 

209 

209 
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Thus  the  average  for  the  xix.  [or  rather  for  the  xxi.  actual] 
kings,  the  two  interregna  being  included,  is  something  less 
than  10  years  for  each. 

It  is  probable  that  what  Syncellus  gives  as  the  “ Eccle- 
siastical ” and  the  “ Mathematical  ” lists,  both  of  them  un- 
faithful exhibitions  of  the  Astronomical  Canon  of  Hipparchus 
and  Ptolemy,  are  the  lists  of  Anianus  and  Panodorus,  since 
elsewhere  for  the  years  below  his  A.  M.  5170  Syncellus 
blames  Panodorus  as  deserting  the  “ Ecclesiastical  ” reckon- 
ing and  following  “ the  Mathematicians,”  by  doing  which,  he 
says,  he  is  7 years  short  in  his  date  for  the  Nativity.  The 
purpose  of  Anianus  seems  to  have  been  to  obtain  68  years 
between  the  accession  of  Nebuchadnezzar  and  that  of  Cyrus, 
to  whom  he  gave  31  years  instead  of  the  9 of  the  genuine 
Canon,  or  51  from  the  18th  of  Nebuchadnezzar  to  the  21st 
of  Cyrus,  that  is,  to  his  1st  at  Babylon.  That  of  Panodorus 
seems  to  have  been  to  obtain  67  or  68  years  between  the  18th 
of  Nebuchadnezzar  and  the  1st  of  Darius  and  Cyrus  at 
Babylon,  Cyrus  having  from  the  capture  of  Babylon  only 
the  9 years' of  the  genuine  Canon,  3 of  which  would  be  an- 
terior to  the  death  of  Darius  and  to  the  last  accession  of 
Cyrus  as  sole  monarch.  Anianus  compensates  for  his  sup- 
pression of  19  years  on  the  two  reigns  before  Nabopolassar 
by  adding  17  to  the  first  two  reigns,  of  Nabonassar  and 
Nadius,  besides  the  2 which  he  adds  to  the  two  reigns  follow- 
ing that  of  Nebuchadnezzar.  Thus  he  has  between  the  1st 
year  of  Nabonassar  and  the  last  of  Nabonadius  the  same 
number  of  209  years  as  the  genuine  Canon  ; but  as  he  then 
interpolates  22  years  by  giving  Cyrus  31  instead  of  9,  his 
era  of  Nabonassar  would  have  been  thrust  up  22  years  above 
B.  c.  747,  were  it  not  that  he  suppresses  other  years  below. 
Panodorus,  on  the  contrary,  differs  from  the  genuine  Canon 
only  in  this,  that  he  transposes  1 9 years  really  anterior  to  the 
reign  of  Nebuchadnezzar  and  makes  them  follow  it,  so  as 
to  increase  by  19  the  years  apparently  intervening  between 
the  reign  of  Nebuchadnezzar  and  that  of  Cyrus.  It  is 
noticeable  that  Syncellus  himself  names  a.  m.  4747,  his  b.  C. 
754,  as  the  1st  of  Nabonassar,  as  if  he  made  not  141  like  his 
“ Ecclesiastical  ” list  but  only  136  years  to  the  accession  of 
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Nebuchadnezzar:  then  instead  of  the  68  years  of  his  Eccle- 
siastical list  to  the  accession  of  Cyrus,  he  has  69  : and,  lastly, 
he  agrees  with  the  same  Ecclesiastical  list  of  Anianus  in 
giving  31  years  to  Cyrus,  and  in  making  from  the  death  of 
Cyrus  to  that  of  Alexander  188  years  (the  true  number 
being  529—324  = 206).  Hence  it  is  that  the  era  of  Nabo- 
nassar  is  thrust  up  for  Anianus  only  by  (22  — 18  = ) 4 instead 
of  22  years.  (See  Clinton,  F.  II.  vol.  ii.  p.  320.) 

VIII.  The  kings  of  Media  from  the  time  when  Media 
was  thought  to  have  become  independent  may  he  recover- 
able from  Herodotus  and  Xenophon  thus: — 


1.  Deioces  53  r from  his  first  advancement  in 

B.  c.  709, 

22 

years,  viz.  \ from  his  actual  accession  in 

n.  c.  6S7, 

31 

2.  Phraortcs,  from  Feb.  4 in 

B.  c.  G56, 

22 

3.  Cyaxares  f of  Scythian  dominion  from 

B.C.  634, 

28 

40,  viz.  1 from  capture  of  Nineveh  in 

B.  c.  606, 

12 

4.  Astyages  from  Jan.  19  in 

B.  c.  594, 

35 

[5.  Cyaxares  II.  (Darius  the  Medc)  from  Jan.  1 1,  b.  c.  559,  24] 


174 

Sum,  for  the  iv  kings  from  the  first  year  reckoned  to 
Deioces  to  the  accession  of  Cyrus  in  b.  C.  559,  150  years, 
giving  an  average  of  37£  years  to  each  reign. 

Whatever  may  he  the  truth  respecting  Darius  the  Mede, 
who  was  about  62  years  old  when  Cyrus  took  Babylon,  the 
account  given  by  Xenophon  and  Josephus  seems  to  agree 
better  with  the  Scriptures  than  that  of  Herodotus,  who  writes 
that  Astyages  had  no  son.  Astyages,  it  may  be  supposed, 
lived  3 years  after  the  victory  of  Cyrus,  which  will  account 
for  Ctesias  and  other  later  writers  giving  him  38  instead  of 
35  years.  And  so  the  years  of  Cyaxares  II.,  if  they  are  to  be 
reckoned  from  the  death  of  Astyages,  were  in  all  not  24  but 
21,  of  which  18  would  be  before  and  3 after  the  conquest,  of 
Babylon. 

It.  is  true  that  iEschylus  seems  to  reckon  3 kings  only 
from  Cyaxares  to  Cyrus  when  he  writes : — 

M ijSos  'yap  rjv  o TrpCoTos  yyefubv  arparov, 

”AXXoy  <5  SKclvov  irais  toB  epyov  ijvvcr ev, 

T ptTos  S'  air  avrov  Kvpos  • 
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But  there  is  nothing  in  these  lines  to  oblige  us  to  suppose 
that  vEschylus  regarded  Cyaxares  as  the  first  founder  of  the 
Median  monarchy ; and  that  the  two  preceding  kings  of 
Herodotus  are  unhistorical.  It  is  enough  that  Cyaxares  was 
the  first  who  organised  a regular  army.  (Herod,  lib.  i.  c.  103.) 
And  it  would  certainly  be  improbable  in  the  last  degree  that 
the  very  first  Median  king  in  his  first  year  should  be  on  the 
point  of  reducing  Nineveh,  and  be  only  drawn  off  by  the 
Scythian  invasion.  The  fact  that  Nineveh  was  besieged,  and 
was  in  great  danger,  and  that  it  was  unexpectedly  delivered 
from  its  danger  once  before  it  was  actually  taken,  is  suffici- 
ently proved  by  the  book  of  Jonah.  This  may  indeed  have 
been  earlier,  in  the  time  of  Iva-lush  III. ; but  it  is  not  pro- 
bable that  the  circumstance  of  Phraortes  having  been  slain 
in  battle  while  fighting  against  Nineveh  was  a mere  invention, 
especially  as  the  same  event,  though  disguised  under  fabulous 
details,  is  plainly  alluded  to  in  the  book  of  Judith. 

The  Median  list  of  Ctesias  with  its  nine  reigns  instead  of 
four,  and  its  320  instead  of  150  years  to  Cyrus,  beginning 
from  b.  c.  880  or  879,  is  so  plainly  fabricated  from  the  same 
four  reigns  as  are  given  by  Herodotus,  that  it  is  easy  to  cut 
off  from  it  and  restore  to  the  Assyrian  Empire  all  those  years 
which  Ctesias  or  his  informants  have  transferred  to  the 
Modes.  And  when  this  is  done  the  list  of  Ctesias  indicates 
the  same  date  for  the  termination  of  the  Assyrian  empire  as 
is  given  by  Herodotus.  And  as  the  Median  list  of  Abydenus, 
which  is  followed  by  Castor,  retains  93  of  the  fictitious  years 
of  Ctesias,  which  cannot  be  from  Berosus,  while  yet  the 
intention  of  Abydenus  seems  to  have  been  to  cover  in  all  the 
same  space  with  Berosus,  it  follows  that  We  must  restore 
these  93  years  also  from  the  Medes  of  Abydenus  to  his 
Assyrians;  and  then  his  list  will  indicate  that  Berosus  also 
agreed  with  Herodotus  in  the  date  which  he  assigned  for  the 
end  of  the  526  years  of  his  xlv  Chaldscan  kings  who  reigned 
at  Nineveh,  and  for  the  commencement  of  those  later  Assy- 
rian kings  with  whom  the  kings  of  Media  were  for  (b.  c. 
709  — 606  = ) 103  years  contemporary. 

IX.  The  kings  of  Persia,  of  the  race  of  Achaemenes, 
whose  empire  succeeded  to  that  of  the  Medcs,  and  who  may 
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also  be  recovered  for  Berosus  from  the  Astronomical  Canon 
and  from  other  sources,  will  stand  as  follows : — 


King. 

Yn. 

Aitro.  Can.  from  in  b.c. 

Aniami*. 

Panodorut. 

1. 

Cyrus  29  (Ilerod.) ''j 
or  30  years  in  all 
from  B.C.  559,  but  > 

9 

Jan.  5,  538 

31 

9 

2. 

from  B.C.  538  only  1 

9 J 

Cambvses  [includ- 1 

8 

8 

ing  7m  of  the  | 
Maginn  Smerdis]  J 

8 

Jan.  3,  529 

36 

36 

3. 

Darius  Hystaspes 

36 

Jan.  1,  521 

4. 

Xerxes  [including  *1 
7m  of  AriabanusJ  J 

21 

Dec.  23,  486 

20 

21 

5. 

Artaxerxes  Long.  1 

[including  2m  of  1 
Xerxes  II.  and  7“  | 

41 

Dec.  17,  465 

43 

41 

of  Sogdianus] 

Dec.  7,  424 

19 

19 

6. 

Darius  Nothns 

19 

7. 

Artaxerxes  Mnemon 

46 

Dec.  2,  405 

40 

46 

8. 

Ochus 

21 

Nov.  21,  359 

5 

21 

9. 

Arses 

2 

Nov.  16,  338 

4 

2 

10. 

Darius  Codomannus 

4 

Nov.  15,  336 

6 

6 

■ 

• 

- 

■ 

207  to  Nov.  14,  332 

212 

209 

Sum,  for  thex  [or  xiv  actual]  kings,  207  years  from  b.c. 
538  to  b.  c.  332,  or  209  to  b.  c.  330,  or  230  from  b.  c.  559 
to  b.  C.  330,  giving  an  average  of  nearly  23  years  to  x or  161 
to  xiv  kings.  The  Astronomical  Canon  reckons  only  4 years 
to  Darius  Codomannus,  placing  the  Egyptian  accession  of 
Alexander  in  B.C.  332  ; but  Berosus  would  probably  reckon 
6 years  to  Darius,  and  would  place  the  Babylonian  accession 
of  Alexander  at  his  death,  in  b.  c.  330. 

At  the  Babylonian  and  Persian  accession  of  Alexander 
Berosus  brought  his  XaXhaUa  or  VtafivXwviaKa  to  an  end, 
having  made,  as  it  seems,  from  the  Median  conquest  of  Baby- 
lon in  b.  c.  2209  just  the  same  number  of  1881  vague  years 
of  historical  kings  to  B.  C.  (2209  — 1881  = ) 330  as  the  Old 
Egyptian  Chronicle  made  from  the  accession  of  Menes  in 
b.  c.  2224  to  the  conquest  of  Ochus  and  the  flight  of  Nec- 
tanebo  II.  in  b.  c.  (2224  — 1881  = ) 345,  “ 15  years  before 
the  cosmocracy  of  Alexander.” 

X.  Berosus  seems  also  to  have  brought  down  his  reckon- 
ings by  incidental  allusions  to  the  end  of  the  reign  of  Anti- 
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oclius  Soter,  the  3rd  successor  of  Alexander  at  Babylon,  and 
the  2nd  Macedonian  who  held  Syria  as  a separate  kingdom. 
The  Macedonian  reigns  will  stand  thus: — 


King. 

Years  from 

in  b.  c. 

o'. 

Alexander 

« 

Nov.  14, 

330 

r Philip  Aridtcus 

Nov.  12, 

324 

Y-  i 

[ Alexander  JEgi 

5 

Nov.  11, 

317 

l. 

Seleucus  Nicator 

31 

Nov.  10, 

312 

2. 

Antiochus  Soter 

19 

Nor.  2, 

281 

68  to  Oct.  28, 

B.  C.  2G2 

Sum,  from  the  Babylonian  accession  of  Alexander  in  b.C. 
330  to  Thoth  1,  Oct.  28,  in  b.  c.  262,  some  months  before 
the  death  of  Antiochus  Soter,  68  years,  or  70  from  b.c.  332. 

In  conclusion,  since  it  will  be  natural  to  inquire  how  far 
recent  discoveries  have  afforded  any  new  light,  and  it  may 
not  be  every  reader  who  has  at  hand  Mr.  Ilawlinson’s  Hero- 
dotus, we  shall  extract  or  abridge  from  that  work  so  much  as 
may  suit  our  purpose,  not  keeping  always  to  the  words  of 
the  text,  but  distinguishing  such  remarks  or  additions  as  arc 
from  any  other  source. 

With  regard  then,  first,  to  those  lxxxvi  Chaldtcan  kings  of 
Bcrosus  whose  34,080  years  were  reckoned  in  sari,  tieri, 
and  sossi,  they  are  supposed  to  be  beyond  the  reach  of  in- 
vestigation. 

And  of  the  first  historical  dynasty  of  viii  Median  tyrants, 
whom  Mr.  Rawlinson  supposes  to  have  been  really  Scyths, 
and  who  reigned  at  Babylon  224  years,  no  traces,  he  says, 
have  been  discovered. 

But  of  the  second  historical  dynasty  of  xi  kings  (if  only 
it  may  be  assumed  that  they  were  like  their  successors,  Chal- 
deans), and  of  the  third  of  xlix  kings,  who  are  expressly 
called  Chaldaeans,  monumental  traces,  he  thinks,  have  been 
found,  not,  indeed,  at  Babylon,  nor— still  less — at  Nineveh, 
but  in  different  ruins  of  Southern  Babylonia.  And  to  these 
two  dynasties,  following  a pamphlet  by  Dr.  Brandis  entitled 
“ Rerum  Assyriarum  Tempora  Ememlata”  and  published  at 
Bonn  in  1853,  he  supposes  that  Berosus  gave  not  (48  + 
458  = ) 506  but  (258+458  = ) 716  years.  Dr.  Braudis, 
it  seems,  fancied  that  36,000  (that  is,  one  hundred  times 
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the  number  of  the  days  in  a vague  year  without  the  epa- 
gomcrne,  or  ten  times  the  number  of  a sarus)  was  “ a cyclical 
number.”  This,  however,  was  a blunder  to  begin  with. 
For  though  36,500  Canicular  or  Julian,  or  36,525  vague 
Nabonassarian  years  are  cyclical  numbers,  representing  xxv 
Sothic  cycles,  36,000  is  not.  It  is  merely  a great  sum  ob- 
tained by  multiplying  one  number  into  another.  Next,  he 
fancied  that  Berosus  reckoned  this  “ cyclical  number  ” of 
36,000  years  from  Euechius,  the  first  of  his  prehistorical 
kings  after  the  Flood,  to  the  capture  of  Babylon  by  Cyrus 
in  B.  C.  538.  Thirdly,  he  decided  on  very  slender  grounds 
that  Berosus  ended  the  526  years  of  his  xlv  Chald®ans  at  the 
era  of  Nabonassar  in  b.  c.  747.  And  then  from  these  three 
fancies  it  followed  that  the  number  of  48  years,  preserved  only 
by  a marginal  note  in  the  Armenian  version  of  Eusebius  as  be- 
longing to  the  second  historical  dynasty  of  Berosus,  was  to  be 
set  aside,  and  that  of  258  years  substituted,  as  being  requisite 
to  make  up  the  “ cyclical  number  ” 36,000.  Owing  to  his 
acceptance  of  this  scheme,  Mr.  Rawlinson  places  the  Median 
occupation  of  Babylon  (747  — 709  = ) 38  + (258  — 48  = ) 210 
= 248  years  above  B.  c.  2210  in  b.  c.  2458,  and  the  com- 
mencement of  the  258  years  given  by  Dr.  Brandis  to  the 
second  historical  dynasty  in  b.  c.  2234.  So  he  has  (258  + 
458  = )716  years  from  b.c.2234  to  b.C.  (2234  — 716  = ) 1518, 
instead  of  (48  + 458  = ) 506  from  B.  c.  (2209  - 224  = ) 1 985  to 
(1985  — 506  = ) 1480,  within  which  to  place  his  earliest  group 
of  26  monumental  kings  of  Southern  Babylonia.  With  re- 
ference to  our  own  chronology,  however,  it  may  be  suggested 
that,  even  if  it  were  ascertained  that  all  those  kings  whom  he 
names  as  having  left  traces  in  Southern  Babylonia  really  con- 
stituted only  one  series  in  single  succession  (whereas  some 
of  them  may  have  reigned  concurrently  in  their  separate 
cities),  still  there  is  nothing  to  forbid  the  idea  that  some  of 
the  more  ancient  of  them  may  have  been  contemporary  with 
the  viii  Median  kings  of  Berosus.  Nay,  it  is  not  impossible 
that  thei'e  may  exist  monumental  traces  even  of  kings  who 
reigned  before  the  Median  occupation  of  Babylon,  and  who, 
if  named  at  all  by  Berosus,  were  named  by  him  among  the 
Lxxxvi  of  his  antehistorical  period.  With  these  preliminary 
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remarks  and  reservations,  we  now  proceed  to  extract  and 
abridge  from  Mr.  Rawlinson. 

“ From  the  excavations  which  have  been  made  upon  the  sites  of  the 
ruined  cities  of  Babylon  and  Chaldtea,  it  is  now  certain  (whatever  may 
have  been  the  condition  of  Babylonia  in  the  pre-historic  ages)  that  at 
the  first  establishment  of  an  empire  in  that  part  of  Asia  the  seat  of 
government  was  fixed  in  Lower  Cbaldcea,  and  that  Nineveh  did  not  rise 
to  metropolitan  consequence  till  long  afterwards.  (Vol.  i.  p.  433.) 

We  have  direct  evidence,  resulting  from  a remarkable  sequence  of 
numbers  in  the  inscriptions  of  Assyria,  which  enables  us  to  assign  a cer- 
tain Chahloean  king,  whose  name  occurs  on  the  brick  legends  of  Lower 
Babylonia,  to  the  first  half  of  the  19th  century  n.c.  We  are  further 
authorised,  by  an  identity  of  nomenclature,  and  by  the  juxtaposition  of 
the  monuments,  to  connect  in  one  common  dynastic  list  with  this  king,  whose 
name  is  Ismi-dagon , all  the  other  early  kings  whose  brick  legends  have 
been  discovered  in  Chaldtea.  Thus  we  obtain  a list  of  above  twenty 
royal  names,  ranging  over  a large  interval  of  time  both  before  and  after 
the  fixed  date  of  n.c.  1861.  (P.  433.) 

The  sequence  in  question  is  the  following: — First,  an  inscription  of 
Sennacherib  at  Bavian  commemorates  the  recovery,  in  his  10th  year,  of 
certain  gods  which  had  been  carried  to  Babylon  by  Merodach-adan-akhiy 
after  his  defeat  of  Tiglath-pileser,  king  of  Assyria,  418  years  previously. 
And,  secondly,  a record  of  this  same  king,  Tiglath-Pileser,  inscribed  on 
the  famous  Shergat  cylinders,  declares  him  to  have  rebuilt  a temple  in 
the  city  of  Asshur,  which  had  been  taken  down  sixty  years  previously, 
after  it  had  lasted  for  641  years  from  the  date  of  its  first  foundation  by 
Shamas-ivay  son  of  Ismi-dagon.  The  calculation,  then,  by  which  we  obtain 
the  date  of  Ismi-dagon  s accession  to  the  throne,  may  be  thus  exhibited: — 

B.  C. 

Date  of  Bavian  inscription  (10th  year  of  Sennacherib)  692 
Defeat  of  Tiglath-Pileser  by  Merodach-adan-akhi  418  years  previously. 
Interval  between  the  defeat  and  the  rebuilding  of 
the  temple  (say)  - - - 10  years. 

Demolition  of  the  temple  - 60  years  previously. 

Period  during  which  the  temple  had  stood  - - 641  years. 

Allow  for  2 generations  (Slmmas-iva  and  Ismi- 

dagon)  - - - - - - 40  years. 

Date  of  Ismi-dagon's  accession  - - b.c.  1861  years. 

Among  the  earliest,  if  not  actually  the  earliest,  of  the  royal  line  of 
Chaldsa,  are  two  kings,  father  and  son,  whose  names  are  doubtfully  read 
upon  their  monuments,  as  ZJrukh  [Orchamus  of  Ovid.  Met.  iv.  p.  212-3?] 
and  Ilgi.  The  former  would  seem  to  have  been  the  founder  of  several 
of  the  great  Chaldtean  capitals;  for  the  basement  platforms  of  all  the 
most  ancient  buildings  at  Mugheir,  at  Warka , at  Senkcrehy  and  at  Niffery 
are  composed  of  bricks  stamped  with  his  name,  while  the  upper  stories, 
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built,  or  repaired  in  later  times,  exhibit,  for  the  most  part,  legends  of  other 
monarclis.  The  territorial  titles  assumed  by  Urukh  are  King  of  Ilur  and 
Kinzi  Akkad,  the  first  of  these  names  referring  to  the  primeval  capital, 
whose  site  is  marked  by  the  ruins  of  Mugheir,  and  the  second  being 
[that  of  a city  the  site  of  which  has  not  yet  been  identified].  The  gods 
to  whom  Urukh  dedicates  his  temples,  are  Belus  and  Beltis,  and  the  Sun 
and  Moon.  The  relics  of  Jlgi  are  less  numerous  than  those  of  his  father, 
but  he  is  known,  from  later  inscriptions,  to  have  completed  some  of  the 
unfinished  buildings  at  Mugheir.  (Pp.  435,  436.) 

The  only  king  who  can  have  any  claim,  from  the  position  in  which  the 
bricks  bearing  his  legends  are  found,  to  contest  the  palm  of  antiquity  with 
Urukh  and  Ifgi*  is  one  whose  name  appears  to  have  been  Kudur-mapula ; 
and  who,  being  further  distinguished  by  a title  which  may  be  translated 
44  Ravager  of  the  West,”  has  been  compared  with  the  Chcdorlaomer  of 
Scripture.  (P.436.) 

[The  date  for  Chcdorlaomer  is  about  n.c.  (2159 — 75=)  2084 — 2072, 
more  than  (2072  — 1861=)  211  years  before  the  date  indicated  by  the 
monuments  for  Ismi-dagon."]  Elsewhere  Mr.  llawlinson  writes  that  the 
name  of  the  king  whom  his  brother  identifies  with  Chcdorlaomer  is  in 
the  native  (Ilamitic)  Babylonian  Kudur-Mabuk;  and  that  Mabuk  in 
II  ami  tic  is  found  to  be  the  exact  equivalent  of  Laomer  in  Semitic. 
(Bampton  Lectures  for  1859,  p.  289,  note  79.) 

In  succession  to  Kudur-tnapula,  but  probably  after  a considerable  in- 
terval of  time,  we  must  place  Ismi-dagon , whose  approximate  age  is 
ascertained,  from  the  inscriptions  of  Assyria,  to  be  n.c.  1861.  In  the 
titles  of  this  king,  although  Babylon  is  still  unnoticed,  there  is  mention  of 
the  neighbouring  city  of  A differ  [probably  the  earliest  northern  capital, 
and  perhaps  the  BiXfin  of  Ptolemy],  showing  that,  while  during  the  earlier 
period  the  seats  of  Chahhean  empire  were  exclusively  confined  to  the 
southern  portion  of  the  province,  in  his  age,  at  least,  the  cities  of  Baby- 
lonia proper  had  risen  to  metropolitan  consequence.  Indeed,  from  the 
memorial  which  has  been  preserved  of  the  foundation  of  a temple  at 
Asshur,  or  Ki/eh  Shergat , by  Shamas-ica,  a son  of  Ismi-dagon , it  seems 
probable  that  the  latter  king  extended  his  power  very  considerably  to 
the  northward,  and  was,  in  fact,  the  first  Chalda?an  monarch  who  esta- 
blished a subordinate  government  in  Assyria.  (P.  437.) 

The  names  of  the  son  and  grandson  of  Ismi-dagon  are  also  found 
among  the  Chaldiean  ruins. 

The  relative  position  of  the  later  kings  in  the  series  it  is  impossible 
absolutely  to  determine.  As,  however,  the  names  must  be  presented 
according  to  some  arrangement,  they  will  still  be  given  in  that  which  is 
thought  upon  the  whole  to  be  the  most  probable  order  of  succession. 

The  following  table,  then,  exhibits  these  kings  in  their  proposed  order 
of  succession,  wdth  the  approximate  dates  of  their  reigns:  — 

1.  (o')  Urukh , ahout2200  n.c.  On  bricks  in  lowest  basements  at  Mug- 

heir , Warka , Seukereh , Niffer , &c.,  44  King  of  Hur  [Mugheir,  Ur 
of  the  Chaldees],  and  of  Kinzi  Akkad.” 

2.  (/3')  Ugi  (his  son),  about  2200  n.c.  At  Mugheir,  &e. 
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3.  («')  Sinti-shil-hhak,  about  1976  [2114  ?]  b.c. 

4.  (0')  Kudur-mapida  (his  ton),  about  1976  [2084?]  B.c. 

5.  (o')  Ismi-dugim,  1SGI  b.c.  At  Niffer,  &e. 

6.  (/S')  Ibil-anu-duma  (his  son),  about  1800  B.c.  He  is  styled  only 

“Governor  of  Hur"  (Mugheir).  He  built  the  great  cemeteries 
there.  Shamas-iva,  another  son  of  Ismi-dagun,  founded  a temple 
at  Axshur  (Kileh  Shergat). 

7.  (y')  Gurguna  (his  son),  about  1800  b.c. 

8.  (/)')  Naram-sin,  about  1750  b.c.  Styled  only  “ King  of  Kiprat;"  but 

an  alabaster  vase  from  Babylon  has  his  name,  and  he  founded  a 
temple  at  Sippara.  His  father's  name  is  illegible. 

9.  Sin-xhada. , about  1700  b.c.  In  the  ruins  named  Bowarieh  at  Warha 

(Erech). 

10.  Merodaeh-namana,  about  1675  B.  c.  In  pavement  of  Bowarieh  mound 

at  Warka.  He  is  the  earliest  king  who  styles  himself  “King  of 
Babylon." 

11.  Him- tin,  about  1630  b.c.  On  small  black  tablet  iu  lesser  temple  at 

Hur  (Jlugheir). 

12.  Zur-sin,  about  1625  b.c.  His  bricks  are  also  found  at  Mugheir. 

He  founded  the  city  whose  ruins  are  now  called  Abu-Sharein. 
Some  other  imperfect  names  contain  the  same  element,  sin. 

13.  («')  Puma-puriyat, about  1600  B.c.  His  legends  nearly  resemble  those 

of  Durri-galazu,  who  follows.  His  bricks  are  found  in  the  ruins 
of  the  temple  of  the  Sun  at  Senkereh,  which  was  repaired  in  later 
times  by  Nabonidus. 

14:  (0')  Durri-gubizu  (his  son),  about  1575  b.c.  In  many  different 
quarters.  Some  ruins  to  the  east  of  the  river  Hyc,  near  its  con- 
fluence with  the  Euphrates,  are  still  called  Zergul.  He  founded, 
too,  the  city  whose  ruins  are  now  called  Ahkerkuf,  and  repaired 
temples  at  Mugheir  (//ur),  and  at  Sippara.  Ills  signet  ring  has 
been  found  at  Bagdad,  with  the  name  of  his  father. 

15.  («')  Khammurabi,  about  1550  b.c.  In  many  places.  At  Senkereh 

he  repaired  the  temple  of  the  Sun.  At  Kalu-adha,  near  Bagdad, 
he  built  a palace.  At  Tel  Sifr  many  clay  tablets  of  his  reign 
have  been  found.  His  name  and  titles  are  also  on  a stone  tablet 
found  at  Babylon. 

16.  Q}')  Samthu-ilum  (his  son),  about  1550  b.c.  On  clay  tablets  found 

at  Tel  Sifr.  * 

In  the  foregoing  sketch  sixteen  kings  have  been  enumerated,  whose 
names  have  been  read  with  greater  or  less  certainty.  The  monuments 
present  perhaps  ten  other  names,  the  orthography  of  which  is  too  imper- 
fect or  too  diflicult  to  admit  of  their  being  phonetically  rendered  in  the 
present  state  of  our  knowledge.  To  this  fragmentary  list,  then,  of  twenty- 
six  monarchs  our  present  information  is  confined.  (P.  440.) 

All  the  kings  whose  monuments  are  found  in  ancient  Chaldsea  used 
the  same  language,  and  the  same  form  of  writing ; they  professed  the  same 
religion,  inhabited  the  same  cities,  and  followed  the  same  traditions. 
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Temples  built  in  the  earliest  times  receive  the  veneration  of  successive 
generations,  and  were  repaired  and  adorned  by  a long  series  of  monarehs, 
even  down  to  the  time  of  the  Semitic Nabonidus,  a passage  on  whose  cylin- 
der, discovered  at  M ugheir,  seems  to  signify  that  he  found  in  the  annals  of 
Urukh  ond  Ilgi  “ a notice  of  the  original  building  of  the  temple  of  the 
Moon-God  at  that  place,  which  he  himself  repaired  and  beautified.’*  Ac- 
cording to  the  chronological  scheme  here  followed  the  building  of  this 
temple  must  have  taken  place  at  least  1500  years  previously  [at  least 
(b.c.  2210 — 224=)  1986 — 540?=  1446].  With  this  evidence  of  the  close 
connection  between  the  earlier  and  the  later  kings,  we  are  obliged  either 
to  refer  the  whole  series  exclusively  to  the  great  Chaldtean  dynasty  of 
Berosus,  the  third  in  his  historical  list,  commencing  n.c.  [747+1229  = ] 
1976  [but  in  u.  c.  1938,  if  Berosus  ended  the  526  years  of  his  xlv  Chaldaean 
kings  not  in  u.c.  747,  but  in  b.c.  709],  in  which  case  it  is  difficult  to  find 
room  for  the  predecessors  of  Ismi-dagon,  whose  date  is  little  more  than 
a century  later,  viz.  n.c.  1861  [only  69  years  later]  ; or  eise  to  suppose, 
which  is  far  more  probable,  that  the  two  dynasties  of  Berosus  following 
upon  the  (so-called)  Medea  both  belonged  to  the  llamite  family,  and 
were  equally  entitled  to  the  geographical  epithet  of  Cbaldman  from  the 
position  of  their  chief  cities  in  the  plains  of  Southern  Chalda?a.  (P.  442, 
line  5.) 

[Thus,  without  adopting  Dr.  Bramlis’s  scheme,  there  would  be  (69  + 
48=)  1 17  years  for  the  predecessors  of  Ismi-dagon,  beginning  from  Urukh. 
But  one  may  suppose  that  there  were  kings  in  Southern  Babylonia  from 
still  curlier  times,  without  prejudice  to  the  Median  or  Scythic  occupation 
of  Babylon.] 

The  state  of  Susiana,  on  the  opposite  frontier  of  Chaldaea,  must  also 
be  taken  into  the  account  in  estimating  the  power  of  the  great  Hamite 
empire  on  the  Lower  Euphrates.  There  we  have  an  extensive  collection 
of  legends,  both  on  bricks  and  slabs,  belonging  to  a series  of  kings  who, 
judging  from  their  language,  must  have  been  also  of  a llamite  race.  The 
character  employed  in  these  inscriptions  is  almost  the  same  as  the  hie- 
ratic Chaldiean  of  the  early  bricks,  but  the  language  seems  to  resemble 
the  Scythic  of  the  Achaemcnian  trilingual  tablets  rather  than  the  Baby- 
lonian primitive  Chaldee. 

These  Cushites,  whose  memory  would  seem  to  have  survived  in  the 
Greek  traditions  of  Memnon  and  his  Ethiopian  subjects,  but  who  were 
certainly  independent  of  the  monarehs  of  Chalda?a  Proper,  have  been 
passed  over  by  Berosus  as  unworthy  of  a place  in  his  historical  scheme; 
yet,  if  we  may  judge  from  the  works  of  which  the  citadel  of  Susa  is  an 
example,  or  from  the  extent  of  country  over  which  the  Susian  monuments 
are  found,  they  could  hardly  have  been  inferior  either  in  power  or  civi- 
lisation to  the  Chaldteans  who  ruled  on  the  Euphrates. 

(Note  8.)  Bricks  belonging  to  the  Susian  type,  and  bearing  Scythic 
legends,  have  been  found  amid  the  ruins  of  Rishire  (near  Bushire ) and 
Taurie  ( Slrdf  of  the  Arabs) ; and  in  all  probability  the  line  of  mounds 
which  may  be  traced  along  the  whole  extent  of  the  eastern  shores  of  the 
Persian  Gulf  contain  similar  relics.  (Pp.  448,  449.) 
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(Note  9.)  It  is  particularly  worthy  of  remark,  that  throughout  the 
series  of  legends  which  remain  to  us  of  the  kings  of  Ifur  ami  Akkail , the 
name  of  Chaldtta  never  occurs  in  a single  instance.  It  would  be  hazard- 
ous to  assert,  on  the  strength  of  this  negative  evidence,  that  the  Chal- 
d leans  had  no  existence  in  the  country  during  the  age  in  question  j but 
thus  much  is  certain,  that  they  could  not  have  been  the  dominant  race  at 
the  time;  and  that  Berosus,  therefore,  in  naming  the  dynasty  Chaldtean, 
must  have  used  that  term  in  a geographical  rather  than  an  ethnological 
sense.  The  name  of  Kuldai  for  the  ruling  tribes  of  the  lower  Euphrates 
is  first  met  with  in  the  Assyrian  inscriptions,  which  date  from  the  early 
part  of  the  9th  century  n.c.  In  deference,  however,  to  the  authority  of 
Berosus  (which  is  supported  by  the  Scriptural  notices  of  “ Ur  of  the 
Chaldees”),  the  term  Chaldtean  is  applied  throughout  these  notes  to  the 
Cushite  tribe  which  is  supposed  to  have  emigrated  from  Susiana  to  the 
banks  of  the  Euphrates  in  the  20th  century  n.c.  (P.  449.) 

Respecting  the  Arabian  dynasty,  which,  according  to 
Berosus,  succeeded  the  Chaldtcans  on  the  Euphrates,  nothing 
certain  has  been  ascertained  from  the  monuments.  The 
following  are  Mr.  Rawlinson’s  remarks  on  this  subject : — 

If  the  revolution  of  n.c.  1518  [b.c.  1480]  was  similar  in  character  to 
that  of  b.c.  1976  [b.c.  1938],  and  the  introduction  of  a new  dynasty 
involved  no  change  either  in  the  seats  of  government,  or  in  the  religion 
of  the  state,  or  even  in  the  royal  titles,  then  it  maybe  conceded  that 
some  of  the  names  already  enumerated  might  belong  to  the  family  in 
question.  But  if  the  transfer  of  power  from  the  hands  of  a Chalda-an  to 
those  of  an  Arabian  tribe  was  accompanied,  ns  we  should  reasonably 
expect,  by  the  adoption  of  an  Arabinn  dialect  and  an  Arabian  religion, 
then  we  must  believe  the  third  historical  dynasty  of  Berosus  to  be 
entirely,  or  almost  entirely,  unrepresented  in  the  inscriptions.  The 
only  legend  indeed  which  bears  such  marks  of  individuality  as  may 
distinguish  it  from  the  general  Chaldtean  series,  and  may  thus  favour  its 
attribution  to  the  Arabian  dynasty,  occurs  upon  a brick  (now  in  the 
British  Museum)  that  was  found  by  Ker  Porter  at  llymar , which  was  in 
all  probability  in  ancient  times  a suburb  of  the  city  of  Babylon.  The 
king,  whose  name  is  too  imperfect  to  be  read,  is  there  called  “ king  of 
Babylon,”  nearly  after  the  titular  formula  of  the  old  Chaldamn  monarchs ; 
but  the  invocational  passage  refers  to  a new  deity,  and  the  grammatical 
structure  of  the  phrases  seems  to  differ  from  that  which  is  followed  in  the 
other  legends. 

The  Arabians,  it  is  highly  probable,  formed  an  important  element  in 
the  population  of  the  Mesopotamian  valley  from  the  earliest  times. 
There  are  at  least  30  distinct  tribes  of  this  race  named  in  the  Assyrian 
inscriptions  among  the  dwellers  on  the  banks  of  the  Tigris  and  Eu- 
phrates ; and  under  the  later  kings  of  Nineveh,  the  Yabbur  (modern 
Jibbur),  and  the  Gumbulu  (modern  Jumbuld ),  who  held  the  marshy 
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country  to  the  south,  appear  to  have  been  scarcely  inferior  to  the  Chal- 
dscans  themselves  in  strength  and  numbers.  Offsets  of  the  same  race 
had  even  passed  in  the  time  of  Sargon  beyond  the  mountain  barrier  into 
Media,  where  they  held  a considerable  extent  of  territory,  and  were 
known  as  “ the  Arabs  of  the  East." 

At  the  close  then  of  the  Chaldatan  period,  or  possibly  after  an  interval 
of  Arabian  supremacy,  the  seat  of  empire  was  transferred  to  Assyria, 
about  n.c.  1273  . . . [rather,  about  B.c.  709+526=1235,  or  6 years 
later]. 

Of  the  Chaldtean  kings  whose  names  have  been  given  above  Mr. 
Rawlinson  observes  that  but  little  is  to  be  learnt  from  the  inscriptions 
respecting  either  their  foreign  or  their  domestic  history.  They  assume 
in  their  brick  legends  a great  variety  of  territorial  titles ; but  the  nomen- 
clature belongs  almost  exclusively  to  Chalda-a  and  Babylonia.  Among 
the  nnmes  used,  the  most  common  are  Kipratarba,  or  The  Four  Rnces  (?), 
2.  Hur  (Ur  of  the  Chaldees,  or  Mugheir ),  3.  Larsa  (Ellasar,  or 
Senkereh),  4.  Erech,  or  1 Varka,  5.  Kinsi  Akhail  (Accud  of  Genesis), 
6.  Bahil  or  Babylon,  and  7.  Nipur  or  the  city  of  Belus  (the  Greek 
and  modern  Niffer).  Assyria  is  not  mentioned  in  one  single 
legend ; nor  are  there  any  names  of  cities  or  districts  which  can  be 
supposed  to  belong  to  that  province.  Except  indeed  for  the  notice  pre- 
served on  the  cylinders  of  Tiglath-Pileser  I.,  that  the  temple  of  Aim  and 
Ira  at  Asshur,  or  Kileh  Shergat , hail  been  originally  founded  by  Shamas- 
ira,  son  of  Isini-dagim , we  should  have  been  without  any  direct  evidence 
that  the  Chalda'nn  kings  had  ever  extended  their  Bway  over  the  country 
which  adjoined  Babylonia  on  the  north.  Such  an  extension  of  power 
may  now  be  nssumed;  but,  so  far  ns  our  present  information  reaches,  it 
would  seem  as  if  Assyria  during  the  long  period  of  Clialdatan  supremacy 
had  occupied  a very  inferior  position  in  the  political  system  of  the  East. 
The  country  was  perhaps  governed  generally  by  Babylonian  satraps, 
some  of  whose  legends  seem  to  be  still  extant ; but  it  was  not  of  sufficient 
consequence  to  furnish  the  Chaldtean  monarchs  with  one  of  their  royal 
titles. 

(Note  7.)  Bricks  have  been  found  at  Kileh-Shergat  which  record  the 
names  and  titles  of  four  of  these  tributary  satraps.  The  legends,  as 
might  be  expected,  are  of  the  Babylonian  rather  than  of  the  Assyrian 
type ; and  the  titles  belong  to  the  most  humble  class  of  dignities. 
(Pp.  447-8.) 

On  the  subject  of  the  great  Assyrian  empire,  which  Mr. 
Rawlinson  supposes  to  have  covered  a space  “ of  520  or 
(more  exactly)  526  years,  as  Herodotus  and  Berosus  testi- 
fied,” and  which  he  so  identifies  with  Berosus’s  group  of 
“ xlv  Chaldtean  kings,”  he  writes  as  follows : — 

Concerning  the  origin  of  Assyrian  independence,  nothing  can  be  said 
to  be  known.  We  seem  to  have  evidence  of  the  inclusion  of  Assyria  in 
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the  dominions  of  the  early  Babylonian  kings ; but  the  time  when  she 
shook  off  this  yoke  and  became  a free  country  is  quite  uncertain,  ami  can 
only  be  very  roughly  conjectured.  However  this  may  be,  it  is  at  any 
rate  clear  that  about  the  year  b.  c.  1273  [u.c.  1235]  Assyria,  which  had 
previously  been  a comparatively  unim|Kjrtant  country,  became  [inde- 
pendent, and  very  soon  after  became]  one  of  the  leading  states  of  the 
Kast,  possessing  what  Herodotus  not  improperly  terms  an  empire,  and 
exercising  a paramount  authority  over  the  various  tribes  upon  her 
borders.  The  seat  of  government  at  this  early  time  appears  to  have  been 
at  Asshur,  the  modern  Kileh-Shcrgat,  on  the  right  bank  of  the  Tigris,  60 
miles  south  of  the  later  capital,  Nineveh.  At  this  place  have  been  found 
the  bricks  and  fragments  of  vases  bearing  the  names  and  titles  of 
(apparently)  the  earliest  known  Assyrian  kings,  as  well  as  bricks  and 
pottery  inscribed  with  the  names  of  satraps,  who  seem  to  have  ruled  the 
country  during  the  time  of  Babylonian  ascendency-  This  too  is  the  city 
at  which  Shamas-iea , the  sou  of  the  Babylonian  king  Ismi-dagon, 
erected  (about  b.  c.  1840)  a temple  to  the  gods  A mu  and  lea:  so  that  it 
may  with  much  probability  be  concluded  to  liuvu  been  the  capital 
during  the  whole  period  of  the  Babylonian  dominion.  (Pp.  455-6.) 

With  regard  to  the  first  kings,  the  Babylonian  historians,  as  we  are 
told  by  Abydenus,  ignored  altogether  the  existence  of  any  such  monarchs 
as  Niuus,  the  mythic  founder  of  the  empire,  and  his  wife  Setniramis. 

The  earliest  known  king  of  Assyria  is  a certain  Bel-lush,  who  is  the 
first  of  a consecutive  series  of  four  monarchs,  proved  by  the  bricks  of 
Kileh ■ Shergat  to  have  borne  sway  in  Assyria  at  a time  when  its  con- 
nection with  Babylonia  had  not  long  ceased.  These  kings,  whose  names 
are  read  very  doubtfully  as  Bel-lush,  Putlil,  Icti-lush,  and  Shulmu-bar , 
or  Shulma-rish,  and  who  take  the  title  only  assumed  by  independent 
princes,  may  possibly  be  actually  the  earliest  of  the  entire  series,  and  in 
that  case  would  be  likely  to  have  covered  with  their  reigns  the  space 
between  b.c.  1273  and  b.c.  1200  [n.c.  1235  anil  n.c.  1162].  No  his- 
torical events  ean  be  distinctly  assigned  to  this  periud.  [In  a note  it  is 
here  observed  that  a king  called  Shulmanu-bar,  or  Shalmattu-rish  (query, 
Shalmaneser?),  is  mentioned  as  the  founder  of  Caluh  (j Vimnul)  in  a late 
inscription.  This  may  perhaps  be  the  4th  monarch  of  the  Kileh- Shergat 
series,  whose  name  is  almost,  though  not  quite,  the  same.]  The  kings 
are  known  only  by  their  legends  upon  bricks  and  vases,  which  have  been 
found  at  but  one  single  place,  viz.  Kileh- Shergat,  and  which  are  remark- 
able for  nothing  but  the  archaic  type  of  the  writing,  and  the  intermixture 
of  early  Babylonian  forms  with  others  which  are  purely  Assyrian.  It  is 
on  this  ground  especially  that  they  are  assigned  to  the  commencement  of 
the  empire,  when  traces  of  Babylonian  influence  might  be  expected  to 
show  themselves  ; but  it  must  be  confessed  that  they  may  possibly  belong 
to  a time  about  150  years  later,  when  Babylonia  once  more  made  her 
power  felt  in  Assyria,  a Chaldtcan  monarch  defeating  the  Assyrians  in 
their  own  country,  and  carrying  off  in  triumph  to  Babylon  the  sacred 
images  of  their  gods.  (Pp.  456  -7.) 
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The  series  of  kings  which  is  probably  to  be  placed  next  to  this  consists 
of  six  monarchs,  forming  a continuous  line,  and  reigning  from  about  n.c. 
1200  to  B.c.  1050  [n.c.  1162  to  B.c.  1012,  or,  if  the  preceding  kings  are 
misplaced  at  the  head  of  all,  these  would  be  earlier],  the  crown  during 
this  period  descending  without  a break  from  father  to  son.  Of  these 
kings  the  names  of  the  first  five  are  recorded  on  the  famous  Kileh- 
Shergat  cylinder,  the  earliest  document  of  a purely  historical  character 
which  has  as  yet  been  recovered  by  the  researches  pursued  in  Mesopo- 
tamia. 

Tiglnth  Pileser  I.,  the  fifth  king  of  this  scries,  records  on  this  cy- 
linder his  own  annals  during  the  first  five  years  of  his  reign,  concluding 
his  account  by  a glorification  of  his  ancestors,  whom  he  traces  back  to 
the  fourth  degree.  The  few  particulars  which  are  given  in  this  slight 
sketch  form  almost  the  whole  that  is  known  at  present  of  the  kings  in 
question,  whose  names  it  is  proposed  to  read  us  Nin-pala-knra , Asshur- 
dopal-il , Mutaggil-nebu,  and  Asshur-rish-ili.  Of  the  first  of  these,  whose 
name  is  even  more  than  ordinarily  uncertain,  it  is  related  that  he  was 
“ the  king  who  first  organised  the  country  of  Assyria,"  and  “ established 
the  troops  of  Assyria  in  authority ; ” from  which  expression,  as  well  as 
from  his  being  the  last  monarch  in  the  list,  he  may  perhaps  be  fairly 
viewed  as  the  founder  of  the  line,  and  possibly  of  the  independent  king- 
dom. [In  which  case  he  should  answer  to  the  Ainas  of  Ctesius,  and  his 
accession  should  be  put  at  b.c.  1235.] 

Ilis  son,  Asshur-dapal-il,  besides  “ holding  the  sceptre  of  dominion,”  and 
“ ruling  over  the  people  of  Bel,"  is  only  said  to  have  “ obtained  a long 
and  prosperous  life.”  Later,  however,  in  the  same  inscription,  it  is  men- 
tioned that  this  king  took  down  the  great  temple  of  Anu  and  I’hul  at 
Kileh-Shergal , which  was  at  the  time  in  an  unsound  condition.  Of  the 
third  king,  Mutaggil-nebu,  nothing  more  appears  than  that  he  “ was 
established  in  strength  in  the  government  of  Assyria ; ” but  of  the  fourth, 
Asshur-rish-ili,  the  father  of  Tiglalh-Pileser  I.,  it  is  recorded  that  he 
was,  like  his  son,  a conqueror.  Asshur-rish-ili  is  “the  powerful  king,  the 
subduer  of  foreign  countries,  he  who  reduced  all  the  lands  of  the  Magian 
world”  — expressions  which  are  no  doubt  exaggerated,  but  which,  con- 
trasted with  the  silence  of  the  inscription  with  respect  to  any  previous 
conquests,  would  seem  to  indicate  that  it  was  this  monarch  who  first 
began  those  aggressions  upon  the  neighbouring  nations,  which  gradually 
raised  Assyria  from  the  position  of  a mere  ordinary  kingdom  to  that  of 
a mighty  and  nourishing  empire. 

The  following  is  given  by  Mr.  Rawlinson  in  a note  ns  a translation  of 
the  genealogical  portion  of  this  important  document : — 

“ Tiglnth-Pilescr,  the  illustrious  prince,  whom  Asshur  and  Hercules 
have  exalted  to  the  utmost  wishes  of  his  heart,  who  has  pursued  after  the 
enemies  of  Asshur,  and  has  subjugated  all  the  earth — 

“The  son  of  Asshur-rish-ili,  the  powerful  king,  the  subduer  of  foreign 
countries,  he  who  has  reduced  all  the  lands  of  the  Magian  world— 

“ The  graudson  of  Mutaggil-nebu,  whom  Asshur  the  great  lord  aided 
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according  to  the  wishes  of  his  heart,  and  established  in  strength  in  the 
government  of  Assyria  — 

“ The  glorious  offspring  of  Asshur-dapal-il,  who  held  the  sceptre  of 
dominion,  and  ruled  over  the  people  of  Bel,  who  in  all  the  works  of  his 
hands  anti  the  deeds  of  his  life  placed  his  reliance  on  the  great  gods,  and 
thus  obtained  a prosperous  ami  long  life  — 

“ The  beloved  son  of  Nin-pala-kura,  the  king  who  first  organised  the 
country  of  Assyria,”  &c.  &c.  (Pp.  457-8.) 

The  annals  of  Tiglath-Pileser  I.,  which  furnish  this  account  of  his 
ancestry,  extend  (as  has  been  already  observed)  over  the  space  of  5 
years.  During  this  period,  besides  rebuilding  the  temple  which  liO  years 
previously  had  been  taken  down  by  his  great-grandliither,  he  claims  to 
have  extended  his  conquests  over  a large  part  of  Cappadocia,  over  Syria, 
and  over  the  Median  and  Armenian  mountains.  In  Cappadocia,  and  the 
region  intervening  between  that  country  and  Assyria  Proper,  the  enemy 
against  which  he  has  to  contend  is  the  people  called  Nalri.  This  nation 
was  at  the  time  divided  into  a vast  number  of  petty  tribes,  each  under 
its  own  chief,  and  was  conquered  in  detail  by  the  Assyrian  monarch. 
The  Syrians,  or  Arama?ans,  whom  he  subdued,  dwelt  along  the  course  of 
the  Euphrates  from  Tsuhha  (the  Shoa  of  Scripture),  which  was  on  the 
confines  of  Babylon,  and  Carchemisli,  which  was  near  the  site  occupied 
in  later  times  by  the  city  of  Alubog,  or  Heliopolis.  The  Armenian 
mountains  appear,  as  in  the  later  inscriptions  of  Sargon,  under  the  name 
of  Muzr  (Misraim),  thereby  perhaps  corroborating  the  testimony  of 
Herodotus  as  to  the  connection  of  the  Colchians  with  the  Egyptians. 
The  date  of  these  wars  is  capable  of  being  fixed  with  an  approach  to  ac- 
curacy by  the  help  of  a rock-inscription,  set  up  by  Sennacherib  at 
Bavian,  in  which  a Tiglath-Pileser,  whom  there  is  every  reason  to  regard 
as  the  monarch  whose  acts  we  are  here  considering,  is  saitl  to  have 
occupied  the  Assyrian  throne  418  years  before  Sennacherib's  10th  year. 
As  the  reign  of  Sennacherib  falls  certainly  towards  the  close  of  the  8th 
or  beginning  of  the  7th  century,  we  may  confidently  assign  Tiglath- 
Pileser  L to  the  latter  part  of  the  12  thceutnry  n.c.  [n.c.  705-f418= 
1123?]  This  date  accords  satisfactorily  with  the  discovered  dynastic 
lists,  and  the  supposed  era  of  the  foundation  of  the  monarchy.  For  allow- 
ing the  eight  kings  anterior  to  Tiglath-Pileser  I.  to  have  reigned  20 
years  apiece,  which  is  a fair  average,  and  taking  n.c.  1273  for  the  first 
year  of  the  monarchy,  we  should  have  n.c.  1113  for  the  accession  of 
Tiglath-Pileser  I.  The  inscription  of  Sennacherib  also  furnishes  us  with 
some  additional  and  very  important  historical  facts  belonging  to  this 
reign  — the  invasion,  namely,  of  Assyria  at  this  time  by  Meroduch-adan - 
akhi,  king  of  Babylon,  his  defeat  of  Tiglath-Pileser,  and  his  triumphant 
removal  of  the  images  of  certain  gods  from  Assyria  to  his  own  capital. 
We  learn  from  this  record  that  Babylon  not  only  continued  to  the  close 
of  the  12th  century  n.  c.  independent  of  Assyria,  but  was  still  the  stronger 
power  of  the  two  — the  power  which  was  able  to  take  the  offensive,  and 
to  ravage  and  humiliate  its  neighbour.  (Pp.  458-9.) 
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Tiglath-Pileser  I.,  was  succeeded  by  bis  son,  Asshur-bani-pal  I.  No 
particulars  are  known  of  the  reign  of  this  prince,  of  whom  one  single 
record  only  has  been  as  yet  discovered,  which  is  a dedicatory  inscription 
containing  his  name,  together  with  that  of  his  father,  Tiglath-Pileser, 
and  his  grandfather,  Asshur-rish-ili.  It  is  found  on  a mutilated  female 
statue,  probably  of  the  goddess  Astarte,  which  was  disinterred  at 
Kouyunjik,  and  is  now  in  the  British  Museum.  (P.  459.) 

At  the  period  which  we  have  now  reached  a break  occurs  in  tbe  line 
of  kings  furnished  by  the  monuments,  which  it  is  impossible  at  present  to 
fill  up,  but  which  does  not  appear  to  have  been  of  very  long  duration. 
Asshur-adan-akhi , tbe  next  known  king  to  Asshur-bani-pal  /.,  is 
thought  to  have  ascended  the  throne  about  the  year  b.c.  1050,  being 
thus  a contemporary  of  David.  lie  is  known  only  as  the  repairer  of 
certain  buildings  at  Kileh-Shergat,  which  continued  to  receive  additions 
from  monarchs  who  were  his  successors,  and  probably  his  descendants. 
These  monarchs,  whose  names  may  be  given  as  Asshur-danin-il,  Ira-lush 
II.,  and  Tiglathi-nin,  form  a line  of  direct  descent,  which  may  be  traced 
on  without  interruption  to  the  accession  of  Tiglath-Pileser  II.,  the  king 
of  that  name  whose  actions  are  recorded  in  Scripture.  They  continued 
to  reside  and  to  repair  the  buildings  at  Kileh-Shergat,  but  have  left  no 
evidence  of  conquests  or  greatness. 

Tiglathi-nin,  however,  Sir  II.  Rawlinson  observes,  is  mentioned  with 
Tiglath-Pileser  I.  in  the  annals  of  the  great  Sardanapalus  on  the  Nimrud 
monolith,  among  the  warlike  ancestors  of  that  king  who  had  carried  their 
arms  into  the  Armenian  mountains,  and  there  set  up  stela;  to  comme- 
morate their  conquests.  (P.  4C0.) 

Tiglathi-nin,  the  last  of  the  Kileh-Shergat  series,  was  succeeded  by  his 
son,  Asshur-dani-pal,  or  Sardanapalus,  who  appears  to  have  transferred 
the  seat  of  empire  from  Kileh-Shergat,  which  had  been  the  Assyrian 
capital  hitherto,  to  Calah,  the  modern  Nimrud,  a position  about  40  miles 
further  to  the  north,  near  the  junction  of  the  greater  Zab  w ith  the  Tigris, 

on  the  opposite  or  left  bank  of  the  stream Asshur-dani-pal,  who 

seems  to  be  the  warlike  Sardanapalus  of  the  Greeks,  was  a great  con- 
queror. In  bis  annals,  which  have  come  down  to  us  in  a very  complete 
condition,  it  is  apparent  that  he  carried  his  arms  far  and  wide  through 
Western  Asia,  from  Babylonia  and  Chalda:u  on  the  one  side  to  Syria  and 
the  coasts  of  the  Mediterranean  on  the  other.  It  seems  to  have  been  in  this 
latter  quarter  that  his  most  permanent  and  important  conquests  were 
efTected.  Sardanapalus  styles  himself  “ the  conqueror  from  the  upper 
passage  of  the  Tigris  to  Lebanon  and  the  Great  Sea,  who  has  reduced 
under  his  authority  all  countries  from  the  rising  of  the  sun  to  the  going 
down  thereof."  In  his  Syrian  campaign,  which  is  recorded  at  length,  not 
only  in  the  general  inscription,  but  also  on  the  votive  Bull  and  Lion 
which  he  set  up  at  Calah  on  his  return  from  it,  he  took  tribute  from  the 
kings  of  all  the  principal  Phoenician  cities,  as  Tyre,  Sidon,  Byblus,  and 
Aradus;  among  the  rest,  probably,  from  Eth-baal,  king  of  the  Sidonians, 
the  father  of  Jezebel,  wife  of  Afaab.  (Pp.  460-1.) 
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This  Sardanapalus,  son  of  Tiglalhi-nin,  . . . was  the  founder  of  the 
north-west  palace  at  Nimrud,  which,  next  to  that  of  Sennacherib  at 
Kouyunjik,  is  the  largest  and  most  magnificeut  of  all  the  Assyrian  edifices. 
The  greater  portion  of  the  sculptures  now  in  the  British  Museum  are 
from  this  building.  It  was  a structure  nearly  square,  about  360  feet  in 
length,  and  300  in  breadth,  standing  on  a raised  platform,  overlooking 
the  Tigris,  with  a grand  faqade  to  the  north  fronting  the  town,  anil 
another  to  the  west  commanding  the  river.  It  was  built  of  hewn  stone, 
and  consisted  of  a single  central  ball,  more  than  120  feet  long  by  90  wide, 
probably  open  to  the  sky,  round  which  were  grouped  a number  of  ceiled 
chambers,  some  larger  and  some  smaller,  generally  communicating  with 
one  another.  The  ceilings  were  of  cedar,  brought  apparently  from 
Mount  Lebanon ; the  walls  were  panelled  to  a certain  distance  from 
the  floor  with  slabs  of  alabaster,  ornamented  throughout  with  bas-reliefs, 
above  which  they  were  coated  with  plaster.  The  smaller  chambers  were 
frequently  dark;  the  larger  ones  were  lighted  either  by  openings  in  the 
roof,  or  by  apertures  in  the  upper  part  of  the  wall  near  the  ceiling.  The 
floors  were  paved  with  slabs  of  stone,  often  covered  with  inscriptions.  A 
close  analogy  has  been  pointed  out  between  this  style  of  building  and 
the  great  edifices  of  the  Jews,  as  described  in  Scripture  and  by  Josephus, 
the  Jewish  kings  having,  in  all  probability,  borrowed  their  architecture 
from  Assyria.  The  dimensions,  however,  of  the  palace  of  Solomon  fell 
fur  short  of  those  of  the  great  Assyrian  monarchs. 

Besides  this  palace  at  Calah,  Sardanajialus  built  temples  there  to 
Assluir  and  Mcrodach,  which  stood  upon  the  same  platform,  adjoining 
the  wall  of  the  city.  He  also  built  at  least  one  temple  at  Nineveh  itself, 
which  however  had  not  yet  reached  to  the  dignity  of  a metropolitan  city. 
This  temple  was  dedicated  to  Beltis,  a deity  worshipped  both  in  Nineveh 
and  Babylon.  (Pp.  461-2.) 

Sardanajtalus  was  succeeded  by  his  son  Shalmanu-bur , or  Shalmaneser 
(as  the  name  is  read  by  M.  Oppert),  the  great  monarch  whose  deeds  are 
recorded  on  the  black  obelisk  in  the  British  Museum.  This  prince, 
whose  annals  we  have  for  above  thirty-one  years,  and  whose  accession 
must  have  fallen  between  b.  c.  904  and  900,  was  engaged,  either  person- 
ally or  by  a favourite  general,  in  a perpetual  series  of  expeditions,  of 
which  a brief  account  is  given  upon  the  obelisk,  the  details  being  ap- 
parently reserved  (or  the  colossal  bulls,  which  seem  to  have  been  the 
usual  dedication  after  a victory.  These  expeditions  do  not  full  into  any 
regular  order,  nor  do  they  seem  to  result  in  actual  conquest.  They  are 
repeatedly  in  the  same  countries,  and  terminate  either  in  the  submission 
of  tbe  monarch,  or  in  his  deposition,  and  the  establishment  in  his  place  of 
a more  obsequious  ruler.  What  is  most  remarkable  in  them  is  their 
extent.  At  one  time  they  are  in  Chaldata,  on  the  very  borders  of  the 
Southern  ocean ; at  another  in  Eastern  Armenia  and  the  vicinity  of  the 
Caspian  ; frequently  they  are  in  Syria,  and  touch  the  confines  of  Pales- 
tine ; occasionally  they  are  in  Cappadocia,  in  the  country  of  the  Tuplai 
(Tibarcni).  Armenia,  Azerbijan,  great  portions  of  Media  Magna,  the 
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line  of  Zagros,  Babylonia,  Mesopotamia,  Syria,  Phoenicia,  the  chain  of 
Amanus  and  the  country  beyond  it  to  the  north  and  the  north-west,  are 
invaded  by  the  Assyrian  armies,  which  exceed  upon  occasions  100,000 
fighting  men.  Everywhere  tribute  is  enforced,  and  in  most  places 
images  of  the  king  are  set  up  as  a sign  of  his  possessing  the  supremacy. 
The  Assyrian  successes  are  throughout  attributed,  after  the  favour  of 
Asshur  and  Merodaeb,  to  their  archers.  (Pp.  462-3.) 

The  picture  furnished  by  the  inscriptions  of  the  general  condition  of 
Western  Asia  at  this  period  (b.  c.  900 — 860)  is  perhaps  the  most  in- 
teresting feature  of  all  which  they  present  to  us.  At  the  extreme  west 
appear  the  Phoenician  cities,  Tyre,  Sidon,  and  Byblus,  from  which  Shal- 
manu-bar  takes  tribute  in  his  21st  year.  Adjoining  upon  them  are  the 
kingdoms  of  Hamath  and  Damascus,  the  latter  at  first  under  Benhadad , 
and  then  under  Ilazael;  the  former  under  a king  named  Sahulena,  or 
Irkhudena.  These  kingdoms  arc  closely  leagued  together,  and  united  in 
the  same  alliance  as  their  neighbours,  the  Khalti , or  Iiittites,  who  form 
a great  confederacy  ruled  by  a number  of  petty  chiefs,  and  extend  con- 
tinuously from  the  borders  of  Damascus  to  the  Euphrates  at  Bir  or 
Bireh-jik.  The  strength  of  the  Hittites,  Hamathites,  and  Syrians  of 
Damascus,  is  in  their  chariots.  They  nre  sometimes  assisted  by  the 
“ kings  of  the  sea-coast,”  who  are  probably  the  Phoenician  princes.  The 
valley  of  the  Orontes,  from  a little  north  of  Hamath  to  the  great  bend 
which  the  river  makes  towards  the  west,  and  the  country  eastward  as  far 
as  the  mountains  which  separate  the  tributaries  of  that  stream  from  those 
of  the  Euphrates,  is  in  possession  of  the  Putena,  a tribe  of  Hittites,  whose 
name  connects  them  with  the  Parian- Arum  of  Scripture,  and  the  Balaruea 
of  the  Greek  writers.  This  people  is  permanently  subject  to  Assyria, 
and  the  Assyrians  have  access  through  their  territories  to  the  countries  of 
their  neighbours.  East,  of  the  Euphrates,  in  the  country  between  Bir 
ami  Diarbehr,  are  the  Ndiri  or  Nayari,  adjoining  upon  the  Armenians, 
who  reach  from  about  Diarbekr  to  the  basin  of  Lake  Urumiyeh,  which 
belongs  to  the  Mannai  (who  are  the  Minni  of  Scripture).  Southward, 
along  the  line  of  Zagros,  are,  first,  Kharkhar,  about  lake  Van;  next 
Hupuska,  reaching  south  to  Holwan  and  the  Gates  of  Zagros;  and  then 
the  country  of  the  Namri , reaching  as  far  as  Suniaua,  east  of  which  dwell 
the  Merten  and  (perhaps)  the  Persians.  Below  Assyria  is  Babylonia,  the 
more  northern  portion  of  which  is  the  country  of  the  Accad,  while  the 
more  southern,  reaching  to  the  coast,  is  Chaldata  — the  land  of  the  Kalilai. 
Above  Babylonia,  on  both  sides  of  the  Euphrates,  are  the  Tsukhi , per- 
haps the  Shuhites  of  Scripture.  Finally,  in  Cappadocia,  above  the 
northern  Hittites,  and  west  of  the  Euphrates,  are  the  Tuplai , or  Tiba- 
reni,  a weak  people,  under  a multitude  of  chiefs,  who  readily  pay  tribute 
to  the  conqueror.  (Pp.  463-4.) 

The  most  interesting  of  the  campaigns  of  Shaltnanu-bar  are  those  which 
in  his  6th,  1 1th,  14th,  and  18th  years  he  conducted  against  the  countries 
bordering  on  Palestine.  In  the  first  three  of  these  bis  chief  adversary 
was  Bvnhadad  of  Damascus,  the  prince  whose  wars  with  Ilaasha,  Ahab, 
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and  Jehoram,  and  whose  murder  by  Hazael,  are  related  at  length  in  the 
Books  of  Kings  and  Chronicles.  Benhadad,  who  had  strengthened  him- 
self by  a close  league  with  the  Hamathites,  Ilittites,  ami  Phoenicians,  was 
defeated  in  three  great  battles  by  the  Assyrian  monarch,  and  lost  in  one 
of  them  above  20,000  men.  This  ill -success  appears  to  have  broken  up 
the  league ; and  when  Hazael , soon  after  his  accession,  was  attacked  in  his 
turn,  probably  about  the  year  b c.  884  or  885,  be  was  left  to  his  own 
resources,  and  had  to  take  refuge  in  Anti-Libanus,  where  Shalmanubar 
engaged  and  defeated  him,  killing  (according  to  his  own  account)  16,000 
of  his  fighting  men,  and  capturing  more  than  1100  chariots.  It  was 
probably  at  this  time,  or  perhaps  three  years  later,  when  the  conqueror 
once  more  entered  Syria  and  forced  Hazael  to  supply  his  troops  with 
provisions,  that  the  first  direct  connection  of  which  we  have  any  record 
took  place  between  the  people  of  Israel  and  the  Assyrians.  One  of  five 
epigraphs  on  the  black  obelisk  records  the  tribute  which  Yuhua,  the  son 
of  Khumri  (i.e.  Jehu,  the  son  of  Otnri),  brought  to  the  king  who  set  it 
up,  consisting  almost  entirely  of  gold  and  silver,  and  articles  manufac- 
tured from  gold.  It  was  perhaps  this  act  of  submission  which  provoked 
the  fierce  attack  of  Ilazael  upon  the  kingdom  of  Israel  in  the  reign  of 
Jehu,  when  he  “ smote  them  in  all  their  coasts,"  and  deprived  them  of 
the  entire  country  east  of  Jordan,  the  ancient  possession  of  the  tribes  of 
Reuben,  Gad,  and  Manasseh,  as  far  as  “ Arocr  by  the  river  Arnon,” 
which  flows  into  the  Head  Sea.  (Pp.  464-5.) 

Shalmanubar  dwelt  indifferently  at  Calah  and  at  Nineveh,  and  greatly 
embellished  the  former  of  these  cities.  He  was  the  builder  of  the  great 
central  palace  at  that  place,  which  has  furnished  us  with  so  many  of  the 
most  interesting  specimens  of  Assyrian  art.  Like  his  father  he  appears 
to  have  brought  timber,  probably  cedar,  from  the  forests  of  Syria;  and 
sometimes  even  to  have  undertaken  expeditions  for  that  special  purpose. 
He  probably  reigned  from  about  B.  c.  900  to  B.  c.  860  or  850.  (P.  465.) 

Shalmanubar  was  succeeded  by  his  son,  Shamas-iva;  whose  annals,  like 
his  father's,  have  in  part  come  down  to  us  upon  an  obelisk  set  up  by  him 
to  commemorate  his  exploits,  at  Calah,  which  seems  to  have  been  still  the 
Assyrian  capital.  We  learn  from  this  document  that  during  the  lifetime 
of  Shalmanubar  Sarilanapalus,  his  eldest  son,  had  raised  a revolt  against 
his  authority,  which  was  with  difficulty  put  down  by  Shamas-iva , the 
younger  brother.  Twenty-seven  strong  places,  including  Asshur  the 
old  metropolis,  Amiila  (the  modern  Diarbckr),  Telapni  which  was  near 
Orfa,  and  the  famous  city  of  Arbela  — here  first  commemorated  — 
espoused  the  cause  of  the  pretender.  A bloody  struggle  followed,  re- 
sulting in  the  suppression  of  the  rebellion  by  the  capture  of  the  revolted 
cities,  which  were  taken  by  Shamas-iva,  one  after  another.  Sardana- 
palus,  in  all  probability,  lost  his  life : if  not,  at  any  rate  he  forfeited  the 
succession,  which  thus  fell  to  the  second  son  of  the  late  monarch.  (Pp. 
465-6.) 

The  annals  of  Shamas-iva  upon  the  obelisk  extend  only  over  the  term 
of  four  years,  and  then  end  abruptly.  It  is  not  likely,  however,  that  he 
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reigned  for  so  short  a time,  ns  the  space  between  Shalmanubar  and  Tig- 
lath-Pileser  II.  (that  is,  if  we  connect  the  accession  of  Tiglalh-Pileser 
with  the  era  of  Nabonassar,  n.  c.  747)  exceeds  a century,  and  is  occupied 
(so  far  as  at  present  appears)  by  but  two  reigns,  those  of  Shatnas-iva  and 
of  his  son  and  successor,  Iva-lush.  In  these  four  years  Shanuu-iva  under- 
took expeditions  against  the  tribes  of  the  Nairi  on  the  Hanks  of  Taurus, 
against  the  Medea  beyond  Zagros,  and  finally  against  the  Babylonians. 
This  last  campaign  is  the  most  important.  In  it  Shamas-iva  declares  that 
he  took  above  *200  towns,  and  defeated  a combined  army  of  Chaldteans, 
Elamites,  Namri,  and  Aramieai  s or  Syrians,  which  the  king  of  Babylonia 
had  collected  against  him,  slaying  5000,  and  taking  2000  prisoners,  to- 
gether with  1000  chariots.  (P.  466.) 

Iva-lush^  the  third  prince  of  that  name,  was  the  son  and  successor  of 
Shamas-iva.  He  is  perhaps  the  Pul  of  the  Hebrew  Scriptures,  the 
Phaloch  or  Phalds  of  the  Septuagint,  and  the  Belochus  of  Eusebius  and 
others.  He  built  some  chambers  in  the  central  palace  at  Culah,  which 
had  been  originally  erected  by  his  grandfather,  and  which  was  after- 
wards despoiled  by  Esarhaddon.  The  records  of  his  time  which  have 
been  hitherto  discovered  are  scanty,  but  possess  a peculiar  interest.  One 
of  them  is  a pavement  slab  from  the  upper  chambers  at  Nimrud  (Calah), 
wherein  is  noticed  his  reception  of  tribute  from  the  Medes,  Partsu, 
Minni,  and  Nairi  on  the  north  and  east,  from  the  country  of  Khumri , or 
Samaria,  from  Tyre,  Sidon,  Damascus,  Iduma?a,  and  Palestine  on  the 
western  sea  — a relation  which  accords  with  the  fact  mentioned  in  the 
Second  Book  of  Kings,  that  Pul  received  a thousand  talents  as  tribute 
from  Menahcm,  king  of  Israel.  (From  Marihay  king  of  Damascus,  Phal • 
lukha  took  at  this  time  2300  talents  of  silver,  20  talents  of  gold,  3000 
of  copper,  and  5000  of  some  other  inctal,  probably  iron).  Another  is  a 
brief  inscription  on  a statue  of  the  god  Nebo  (now  in  the  British 
Museum),  which  shows  that  the  name  of  his  wife  was  Semiramist  and  that 
she  reigned  conjointly  with  her  husband,  thus  very  remarkably  confirm- 
ing the  account  given  by  Herodotus  of  the  real  age  of  that  personage, 
and  also  explaining  in  some  degree  her  position  in  Herodotus  as  a Baby- 
lonian rather  than  an  Assyrian  princess.  Iva-lush  III.  certainly  seems 
to  have  been  in  an  especial  way  connected  with  Babylonia.  He  appears 
to  style  himself  “ the  king  to  whose  son  Asshur  the  chief  of  the  gods  has 
granted  the  kingdom  of  Babylon and  he  relates  that  on  his  return  from  a 
campaign  in  Syria,  in  which  he  had  taken  Damascus,  he  proceeded  to 
Babylonia,  where  he  received  the  homage  of  the  Chalda?ans,  and  sacri- 
ficed in  Babylon,  Borsippa,  and  Cutha,  to  the  respective  gods  of  those 
cities,  Bel,  Nebo,  and  Nergal.  It  is  possible  that  Semiramis  was  a Baby- 
lonian princess,  and  that  Iva-lush , in  right  of  his  wife,  became  sovereign 
of  Babylon,  where  he  may  have  settled  his  son  Nabonassar.  The  history 
of  this  period  is,  however,  shrouded  in  an  obscurity  which  we  vainly 
attempt  to  penetrate  ; and  it  can  only  be  said  that  under  this  king  [or 
his  son  ?]  the  first  Assyrian  dynasty  seems  to  have  come  to  an  end,  and 
in  its  place  a new  dynasty  to  have  been  established.  (Pp.  466-7.) 
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The  following  is  a sketch  of  the  probable  chronology  of  the  kings  of 
this  period  (p.  467-8)  : — 

1.  Bel-lush  ..... 

2.  Pudil 

3.  I v a-lush 

4.  Shalma- bur  (or  Shalma-rish ) . 

5.  («')  Nin-fui la- kura  .... 

6.  (.3  ) Asshur-dapal-il  (his  son) 

7.  (y)  Mutaggil-nebu.  (his  son)  . 

8.  (£')  Asshur-rish-ili  (his  son)  . 

9.  (O  T iglath - Pileser  I.  (his  son) 

10.  (t')  Asshur-buni-pal  I.  (his  son)  . 

11.  (d)  Asshur-adan-akhi 

12.  (/3')  Asshur-danin-il  (his  son)  . 

13.  (y')  Iva-lush  II.  (his  son) 

14.  (r')  Tigluthi-Nin  (his  son)  . . 

15.  (/)  Asshur-dani-pal  I.  (his  son)  . 

16.  («r')  Shalmanu-bar  (his  son)  . 

17.  (D  Sharnas-iva  (his  son) 

18.  (»/')  Ira-lush  III.  (his  son)  [the  Prophet  Jonah  ?]  800  to  747  ? 

[After  these,  Mr.  Rawlinson  thinks,  a new  dynasty  succeeded,  the 

founder  of  which  was  Tiglath-Pilezer  //.,  whom  he  identifies  with  the 
Belitaras  of  Polyhistor  and  Bcrosus,  and  the  JBalator  of  Ctesias.  The 


names  are  as  follows  :] 

19.  Tiglnth-Pilezer  II.  . . . . n.  c.  747  to  730  ? 

20.  Shalmanezcr  . . . . . . b.  c.  730  to  721 

21.  Sargina c.  721  to  702 

22.  Sennacherib  (his  son)  [the  25th  king 

according  to  Abydenus]  . . . b.  c.  702  to  680 

23.  Asshur-akh-iddina  (his  son)  . . . b.  c.  680  to  660? 

24.  Asshur-buni-pal  II.  (his  son)  . . b.  c.  660  to  640? 

25.  Atshur-emU-eli  (hia  son)  . . . } B.  c.  640  to  625  ? 

26.  Perhaps  another,  answering  to  Saracux  . J 


[And  he  places  the  destruction  of  Nineveh  in  b.  c.  625.  But  there 
seems  to  be  no  good  reason  for  departing  from  the  date  b.c.  606;  nor  for 
questioning  the  number  of  six  reigns  which  both  Polyhistor  and  Aby- 
denus make  from  Sennacherib  to  the  last  king,  both  being  included.  And, 
with  the  number  of  27  known  reigns,  it  is  natural  to  Buppose  that  the 
break  after  Mr.  liawlinson's  10th  or  6th  reign  is  to  be  filled  up  with 
3 others;  and  then  Sennacherib  will  stand  as  the 25th  king,  ill  agreement 
with  the  express  statement  of  Abydenus;  and  there  will  be  29  or  30 
kings  in  all,  so  as  to  account  for  the  occurrence  of  that  number  in 
Diodorus.] 

Tiglath-niezcr  II.  lie  does  not  name  his  ancestors,  nor  even  his 
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father  ; so  perhaps  he  was  nn  usurper.  His  annals  extend  over  17  years  ; 
but  the  slabs  having  been  first  defaced  by  Sargon  or  others,  and  afterwards 
torn  from  their  places  and  used  as  materials  by  Esarhaddon  for  his  build- 
ings at  Nimrud  (the  ancient  Calali),  they  are  very  imperfect.  They  detail 
liis  wars  in  Upper  Mesopotamia,  Armenia,  and  Metliu.  In  his  1st  year 
he  invaded  Babylonia  and  took  Sippara  (Sepharvaim)  and  other  places, 
expelling  a prince  named  Aebo-raaappan.  In  his  8th  he  defeated  Reziti 
king  of  Damascus,  which  he  took  and  destroyed,  and  received  tribute 
from  “ Mcnahem  ” (probably  a misnomer  for  Pekah)  king  of  Samaria, 
from  a Iliram  king  of  Tyre,  and  from  a “ Queen  of  the  Arabs." 

Of  Shalmanezer  there  seem  to  be  two  inscriptions  in  the  British  Mu- 
seum ; but  in  neither  of  them  is  he  named.  One  seems  to  mention 
Ilnshea  king  of  Samaria  ; the  other  speaks  of  a son  of  Rezin.  Josephus 
(Ant.  Jud.  ix.  14)  says  that  Menander,  who  translated  the  Tyrian  annals, 
named  Shalmangzer  as  warring  in  Phoenicia  and  Cyprus,  ami  reducing  a 
king  of  Tyre  named  Elultetis ; anti  be  quotes  the  passage  at  length. 
But  there  is  some  reason  to  think  that  the  acts  related  in  it  really  belong 
to  a later  king. 

Sargon,  or  Sargina,  though  he  calls  the  former  kings  of  Assyria  “ his 
ancestors,”  abstains  from  naming  his  father ; and  so  probably  he  was 
the  founder  of  a new  line.  We  have  his  annals  for  15  years,  ami  he 
seems  to  have  reigned  in  all  19.  He  relates  of  himself  that  in  his  1st 
year  he  took  Samaria  (“  Samaria  I looked  nt,  I captured  ”),  and  carried 
away  27,280  captives.  He  says  also  of  some  that  “ the  survivors  of 
them  in  Samaria  he  made  to  dwell;”  that  he  “appointed  a governor, 
and  fixed  a tribute  to  be  paid.”  In  the  same  year  he  went  against  Ba- 
bylon, where  perhaps  he  placed  Mardoc-Empadus  on  the  throne.  After 
this  he  speaks  of  Gaza  as  being  then  a dependency  of  Egypt,  and  says 
that  he  defeated  its  king,  Khartoum,  in  a battle  at  Raphia;  upon  which 
the  “Pharaoh”  of  Egypt  (who  in  b.c.  720 — 719,  was  Sevecbus)  made 
submission,  and  paid  Sargon  a tribute  [for  his  Philistine  dependencies  ?] 
in  gold,  horses,  camels,  &c.  A seal-impression  of  the  throne-name  com- 
mon to  the  two  Sabacos,  joined  on  the  same  clay  with  another  of  the  seal 
of  an  Assyrian  king,  bears  testimony  to  the  existence  of  a treaty  to  which 
it  was  once  affixed.  This  seal-impression,  which  was  found  with  many 
more  in  a record-chamber  in  the  palace  of  Sennacherib  at  Kouyunjik, 
is  now  in  the  British  Museum.  Tribute  was  also  brought  to  Sargon  by 
the  “ Chief  of  Saba,”  and  by  the  “ Queen  of  the  Arabs.”  After  his 
2nd  year  he  warred  for  some  time  in  Upper  Syria,  Cappadocia,  and 
Armenia.  He  overran  Hamath ; defeated  A mb  nr  King  of  Tubal  (the 
Tibareni),  to  whom  he  had  before  given  Khilak  (Cilicia),  but  who  hail 
revolted  after  leaguing  himself  with  the  kings  of  Meshech  (the  Moschi) 
and  Ararat  (Armenia).  Sargon  invaded  Ararat,  and  fought  several 
battles  with  its  king  Vrza;  took  tribute  from  the  Ntiiri ; and  brought 
back  with  him  to  Assyria  a host  of  captives,  whom  he  replaced  by 
colonists  from  his  own  country.  He  next  turned  eastwards,  and  warred 
against  the  tribes  in  Mount  Zagros,  and  against  Media,  in  which  he 
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planted  cities,  peopling  them  in  part  with  his  Israelitish  captives.  Later 
in  his  reign  he  took  Ashdod  (which  sccins  to  have  been  assisted  by  the 
Egyptians  and  the  Ethiopians),  the  king  flying  into  Egypt,  which  is 
expressly  said  to  be  subject  to  Mirukha  (that  is,  to  Ethiopia).  About 
the  same  time  he  took  Tyre.  Afterwards,  during  4 years  at  least,  he 
warred  in  Babylonia  and  the  adjacent  districts,  expelling  Merodach 
Baladan,  “who  in  defiance  of  the  gods  had  held  Babylon  12  years,"  and 
contending  with  the  kings  of  Susiana,  and  the  chiefs  of  the  Chaldseans. 
It  was  during  this  time  that  he  seems  first  to  have  received  tribute  from 
the  Greeks  of  Cyprus.  But  if  he  ever  went  thither  in  person,  it  must 
have  been  after  his  fifteenth  year,  as  it  is  not  mentioned  in  his  annals. 
The  statue  of  Sargon  brought  from  Idalium,  and  now  in  the  Berlin 
Museum,  commemorates  the  Cyprian  expedition.  If  we  may  apply  to 
this  time  the  passage  of  Menander  which  Josephus  refers  to  Shal- 
manezer  (Ant.  Jud.  ix.  14,  § 2),  we  must  suppose  that  Cyprus  had 
been  previously  subject  to  Phoenicia,  which  did  not  relinquish  her  hold 
without  a sharp  struggle. 

Sargon  seems  to  have  removed  the  scat  of  empire  from  Calah  further 
to  the  north.  He  repaired  the  walls  of  Nineveh;  and  built  in  its  neigh- 
bourhood (at  Kborsabad)  the  magnificent  palace  from  which  were  taken 
the  valuable  series  of  monuments  now  in  the  Louvre.  This  palace,  which 
seems  to  have  been  completed  in  his  15th  year,  has  furnished  the  great 
bulk  of  the  historical  documents  belonging  to  his  reign.  Its  ornamenta- 
tion is  said  to  be  in  some  respects  Egyptian. 

[It  is  remarkable  that  on  the  Shergat  cylinder  Sargon  speaks  of  “ the 
350  kings,  from  remote  antiquity,  who  ruled  over  Assyria,  and  pursued 
after  the  people  of  Belu-Nipru,"  as  if  he  meant  to  parallel  the  3G0  kings 
who  had  reigned  in  Egypt  from  Menes  to  Kameses  III.] 

Sargon  was  succeeded  by  his  son  Sennacherib,  whose  accession  [that  is, 
after  the  death  of  his  father]  seems  to  have  been  in  b.c.  702,  since  that 
year  according  to  the  Astronomical  Canon  was  the  1st  of  Belibus,  whom 
Sennacherib  set  on  the  throne  of  Babylon  in  the  year  of  his  own  acces- 
sion, and  deposed  3 years  afterwards.  His  annals  break  off  after  his 
8th  year ; but  [his  10th  year  has  been  named  by  Sir.  Bawlinson,  and]  his 
22nd  year  hn3  been  found  marked  on  a clay  tablet.  [And  22  years 
reckoned  from  b.c.  702  would  end  in  B.c.  680.]  lie  fixed  his  residence 
at  Nineveh,  which  he  calls  “his  royal  city.”  He  commenced  repairing 
it — for  it  had  gone  much  to  decay — in  his  2nd  year,  using  the  forced 
labour  of  prisoners  collected  from  Chaldma  and  Aramatn  on  the  one  side, 
and  from  Armenia  and  Cilicia  on  the  other.  On  the  great  palace  alone 
he  employed  360,000  men.  Within  two  years,  it  seems,  Nineveh  was 
made  “ as  splendid  as  the  sun.”  Two  palaces  were  repaired.  The  Tigris 
was  confined  within  an  embankment  of  bricks ; and  the  ancient  aque- 
ducts were  renewed.  Later  in  his  reign,  probably  about  his  9th  or  10th 
year,  Sennacherib  erected  a new  and  more  magnificent  palace  at 
Nineveh,  which  he  adorned  with  sculptures  of  his  various  expeditions. 
This  edifice,  which  was  excavated  by  Mr.  Layard,  and  which  is  known 
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ns  the  great  Kouyunjik  palace,  is  the  largest  of  Assyrian  buildings.  It 
contained  at  least  three  spacious  halls,  one  ol  them  150  feet  by  125,  and 
two  long  galleries  (one  of  200,  the  other  of  185  feet),  besides  innume- 
rable chambers ; and  the  excavated  portion  of  it  covers  an  area  of  nearly 
40,000  square  yards,  or  above  8 acres,  besides  this,  Sennacherib  built  a 
second  palace  at  Nineveh,  on  the  mound  now  called  Nebbi-Yumu, 
and  a temple  in  the  city  of  Tarbisi  (Shereef-Khan),  three  miles  front  the 
capital. 

Immediately  after  his  accession  Sennacherib  attacked  and  defeated 
Morodach-Baladan,  who  with  the  aid  of  the  Stisinnians  had  recovered 
Babylon.  lie  entered  and  plundered  Babylon  itself  (Baladan  having 
fled  to  the  sea),  destroyed  79  Chaldajan  cities,  and  820  villages,  and 
returned  to  Assyria  with  a vast  booty,  leaving  Bclibus  as  his  viceroy. 
Berosus  seems  to  have  represented  Bclibus  as  supplanting  Baladan  by 
his  own  exertions;  but  Sennacherib’s  own  account  is  rather  to  be 
trusted.  On  his  way  back  from  Babylonia  be  ravaged  the  lands  of 
the  Arannean  tribes  on  the  Tigris  and  Euphrates,  among  whom  are 
named  the  Nabntu  and  Ilagaranu,  leading  away  captive  above  200,000 
persons.  In  his  2nd  year  he  warred  among  the  mountain  tribes  to  the 
north  and  east  of  Assyria,  and  took  tribute  from  some  Median  tribes 
“ who  were  entirely  unknown  to  the  kings  before  him.”  In  his  3rd  he 
first  chastised  Lulu, a king  of  Sidon  (apparently  the  Eluheus  of  Menan- 
der), driving  him  to  take  refuge  in  Cyprus,  and  giving  his  throne  to 
another.  It^was  probably  then  that  he  set  up  his  tablet  at  the  Nahr-el- 
Kclb.  lie  then  received  tribute  from  the  rest  of  the  Phmnician  cities,  and 
from  the  kings  of  Edom  and  Aslidod,  who  submitted  without  a struggle. 
Ascalon  was" reduced  by  force : its  king  with  all  his  family  was  taken 
away  to  Nineveh,  and  another  placed  on  the  throne.  Hazur,  Joppa,  and 
other  towns  dependent  upon  Ascalon,  were  also  taken  and  plundered. 
M'ar  followed  with  Egypt.  The  king)  of  that  country,  described  as 
dependent  on  the  king  of  Meroi},  came  out  against  Sennacherib,  and 
engaged  him  near  Luchish,  but  were  defeated  with  great  loss.  He  then 
took  Lachish  and  Libnah,  and  afterwards  proceeded  against  Ilezekiah. 
The  Ekronites  had  expelled  their  king,  who  was  a vassal  of  Assyria,  and 
had  sent  him  bound  to  Ilezekiah.  “ And  because  Ilezekiah  would  not 
submit  to  my  yoke,”  Sennacherib  says,  “ I came  up  against  him,  and  I 
took  46  of  his  fenced  cities ; and  of  the  smaller  towns  I took  and  plun- 
dered a countless  number.  And  I carried  off  200,150  captives,  together 
with  horses,  asses,  and  camels,  oxen,  and  sheep,  a countless  multitude. 
And  Ilezekiah  himself  I shut  up  in  Jerusalem  his  capital  city,  like  a 
bird  in  a cage,  building  towers  round  the  city  to  hem  him  in,  and  raising 
banks  of  earth  against,  the  gates  so  as  to  prevent  escape.  Then  upon 
this  Ilezekiah  there  fell  the  fear  of  the  power  of  my  arms,  and  he  sent 
out  to  me  the  chiefs  and  the  elders  of  Jerusalem  with  thirty  talents  of 
gold,  and  800  talents  of  silver,  and  divers  treasures,  a rich  and  immense 
booty.  • • • All  these  things  were  brought  to  me  at  Aineveb, 

Ilezekiah  having  sent  them  a3  tribute,  and  as  a token  of  his  submission.' 
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Sennacherib  says  further  that  he  mulcted  Ilezekiah  in  a portion  of  his 
dominions,  which  was  bestowed  on  the  princes  of  Ashdod,  Ekron,  and 
Gaza.  In  his  4th  year,  n.c.  699,  we  find  Sennacherib  again  in  Babylonia, 
where  the  party  of  Merodach-Baladan  was  still  powerful.  After  defeat- 
ing a Chaldsean  chief  who  sided  with  the  banished  king,  and  expelling 
some  of  the  king’s  brothers,  he  deposed  the  viceroy  Belibus,  and  placed 
his  own  elde.it  son  Asshur-nadin-adin,  (the  Apronadius  of  Ptolemy's  Canon, 
but  not  identical  wilh  Asordanes,  or  Esarhaddon)  on  the  throne.  In  his 
5th  year  he  seems  to  have  warred  in  Armenia  and  Media;  and  from 
his  6th  to  his  8th  he  was  engaged  with  the  inhabitants  of  Lower  Baby- 
lonia and  Susiann,  against  whom  he  brought  a fleet  down  the  Tigris 
manned  with  Phoenician  sailors.  At  his  8th  year  the  annals  break  off. 

It  has  been  already  observed  that  the  reign  of  Sennacherib  extended  to 
at  least  22  years.  This  was  probably  its  exact  length  ; for  the  accession 
of  Esar-haddon  to  the  throne  of  Assyria  seems  rightly  regarded  as  con- 
temporaneous with  his  establishment  as  king  of  Babylon,  which  last 
event  is  fixed  by  Ptolemy’s  Canon  to  n.  c.  680,  precisely  22  years  after 
the  accession  of  Belibus,  whom  Sennacherib  placed  over  Babylon  in  the 
year  of  his  own  accession.  Sennacherib  would  thus  reign  for  14  years 
after  the  time  -when  his  annals  cease.  It  is  possible  that  the  second 
Syrian  expedition,  ending  in  the  miraculous  destruction  of  his  army,  oc- 
curred during  this  period  [not  if  Ilezekiah  died  in  n.  c.  726 — 29=697]  ; 
or  it  may  (as  has  generally  been  supposed)  have  followed  rapidly  on  his 
first  expedition,  occurring  (for  instance)  in  his  fourth  or  fifth  year  [that 
is  in  n.  c.  699—698  or  n.  c.  698 — 697],  but  being  purposely  omitted  from 
his  annals  as  not  redounding  to  his  credit.  Sennacherib,  on  his  second 
invasion,  again  passed  through  Palestine  and  Idumtea,  penetrating  to  the 
borders  of  Egypt,  where  he  was  brought  into  contact  with  Tirhaknb,  the 
Ethiopian.  (Pp.  478-9.) 

The  second  expedition  of  Sennacherib  into  Syria,  whenever  it  took 
place,  offered  a strong  contrast  to  the  first.  The  principal  object  of  the 
attack  was,  as  before,  the  part  of  Syria  bordering  upon  Egypt : and  the 
two  cities  of  Lachish  and  Libnah,  which  had  been  taken  in  the  former 
war,  but  bad  again  fallen  under  Egyptian  influence,  once  more  attracted 
the  special  attention  of  the  Assyrian  king.  While  engaged  in  person 
before  the  former  of  these  two  places  he  seems  to  have  heard  of  the  de- 
fection of  Ilezekiah,  who  had  entered  into  relations  with  the  king  of 
Egypt,  despite  the  warnings  of  Isaiah,  and  had  thereby  been  guilty  of 
rebelling  against  his  liege  lord.  Hereupon  Sennacherib  sent  a detach- 
ment of  his  forces,  under  a Tartan  or  general,  against  the  Jewish  king ; 
but  this  leader,  finding  himself  unable  to  take  the  city  cither  by  force  or 
by  a defection  on  the  part  of  the  inhabitants,  returned  after  a little  while 
to  his  master.  Meantime  the  siege  of  Lachish  had  apparently  been 
raised,  and  Sennacherib  had  moved  to  Libnah,  when  intelligence  reached 
him  that  “ Tirhaknb,  king  of  Ethiopia,”  had  collected  an  army  and 
was  on  his  way  to  assist  the  Egyptians,  against  whom  Sennacherib’s 
attack  was  in  reality  directed.  Sennacherib  therefore  contented  himself 
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with  sending  n threatening  letter  to  llezekiah,  wliile  lie  pressed  forward 
into  Egypt.  There  [or  on  the  frontier]  he  seems  to  have  been  met  . . . ; 
nnd  probably  it  was  as  the  two  armies  lay  encamped  opposite  to  each 
other,  that  “the  angel  of  the  Lord  went  out  and  smote  in  the  camp  of  th 
Assyrians  an  hundred  fourscore  and  five  thousand;  and  when  they  arose 
early  in  the  morning,  behold,  they  were  all  dead  corpses.”  Sennacherib, 
with  the  remnant  of  his  army,  immediately  fled;  and  the  Egyptians,  re- 
garding the  miraculous  destruction  as  the  work  of  their  own  gods,  took 
the  credit  of  it  to  themselves,  and  commemorated  it  after  their  own 
fashion. 

The  comparative  chronology  of  the  reigns  of  Sennacherib  and  Heze- 
kiah  is  the  ehief  difficulty  which  meets  the  historian  who  wishes  to  har- 
monise the  Scriptural  narrative  with  the  inscriptions.  Scripture  places 
only  eight  years  between  the  fall  of  Samaria  and  the  first  invasion  of 
Judea  by  Sennacherib  (2  Kings  xviii.  9 and  13).  The  inscriptions,  as- 
signing the  fall  of  Samaria  to  the  first  year  of  Sargon,  giving  Sargon  a 
reign  of  at  least  15  years,  and  assigning  the  first  attack  on  llezekiah  to 
Sennacherib’s  third  year,  put  an  interval  of  at  least  18  years  between  the 
two  events.  Further,  a comparison  of  Ptolemy’s  Canon  with  the  in- 
scriptions (with  which  it  is  in  perfect  and  exact  agreement)  shows 
Sargon's  reign  to  have  been  one  of  19  years,  and  thus  raises  the  interval 
in  question  to  22  years.  If  we  accept  the  chronological  scheme  of  the 
Canon,  confirmed  as  it  is  by  the  Assyrian  and  Babylonian  records,  and 
strikingly  in  agreement  as  it  is  in  numerous  cases  with  the  dates  obtain- 
able from  Scripture,  we  must  necessarily  correct  one  or  more  of  the 
Scriptural  numbers.  The  least  change  is  to  substitute  in  the  13th  verse 
of  2 Kings  xviii.  the  ticcnty-seventh  for  the  “ fourteenth  ’’  year  of  lleze- 
kiah. We  may  suppose  the  error  to  have  arisen  from  a correction  made 
by  a transcriber,  who  regarded  the  invasion  of  Sennacherib  and  the  ill- 
ness of  llezekiah  (which  last  was  certainly  in  his  14th  year)  as  syn- 
chronous, whereas  the  words  “in  those  days”  were  in  fact  used  with  a 
good  deal  of  latitude  by  the  sacred  writers.  (See  Layard’s  Nineveh  and 
Babylon,  p.  145,  note.)  If  this  view  be  taken,  the  second  expedition 
must  have  followed  the  first  within  one,  or,  at  most,  two  years,  for  lleze- 
kiah reigned  in  all  only  29  years.  (Pp.  479-80.) 

Upon  the  murder  of  Sennacherib  by  two  of  his  sons  at  Nineveh  the 
Assyrian  inscriptions  throw  no  light.  It  has  been  supposed  by  some  that 
the  event  was  connected  with  the  destruction  of  his  host,  and  followed  it 
within  the  space  of  a few  months ; just  as  the  deposition  of  Apries  is  made 
by  Herodotus  to  follow  closely  upon  the  destruction  of  his  army  by  the 
Cyrenatans.  But  there  are  no  sufficient  grounds  for  this  belief,  which  is 
contrary  to  the  impression  left  by  the  Scriptural  narrative ; and  it  is  far 
more  probable  that  Sennacherib  outlived  his  discomfiture  several  years. 
During  this  time  he  carried  on  some  of  the  wars  mentioned  above,  and 
was  likewise  engaged  in  the  enlargement  and  embellishment  of  his  palace 
at  Nineveh,  as  well  as  in  those  occasional  expeditions  which  are  com- 
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memorated  by  the  decorated  chambers  there — additions,  as  it  would 
seem,  to  the  original  structure.  (Pp.  480-1.) 

As  Sennacherib  was  not  succeeded  by  his  eldest  son,  Asshur-nadin-adin, 
the  viceroy  of  Babylon,  that  prince  must  be  supposed  either  to  have  died 
before  his  father,  or  to  have  been  involved  in  his  destruction.  It  is  per- 
haps most  probable  that  he  died  in  n.  c.  693,  when  we  find  by  the  Canon 
that  he  was  succeeded  on  the  throne  of  Babylon  by  Eegibclus.  Ilis  re- 
moval made  way  for  Esar-haddon  ( Asshur-akh-iddina ),  most  likely  the 
second  son,  who  appears  to  have  experienced  no  difficulty  in  establishing 
himself  upon  the  throne  after  his  father’s  murder.  This  prince,  like  his 
father  and  his  grandfather,  was  at  once  a great  conqueror  and  a builder 
of  magnificent  edifices.  The  events  of  his  reign  have  not  been  found  in 
the  shape  of  annals  ; but  it  is  apparent  from  his  historical  inscriptions 
that  he  carried  his  arms  over  all  Asia  between  the  Persian  Gulf,  the 
Armenian  mountains,  and  the  Mediterranean,  penetrating  in  some  direc- 
tions farther  than  any  previous  Assyrian  monarch.  His  Median  con- 
quests are  said  to  have  been  in  a land  "of  which  the  kings  his  fathers 
had  never  heard  the  name and  other  hostilities  are  recorded  against 
tribes  “who  from  duys  of  old  had  never  obeyed  any  of  the  kings  his 
ancestors."  (Assyrian  Texts,  pp.  14  and  15.)  He  warred  in  Egypt , 
which,  together  with  Ethiopia,  he  claims  to  have  conquered  ; and  he  also 
made  himself  master  of  Sidon,  Cilicia,  the  country  of  the  Gitnri  or 
Sac®,  the  land  of  Tubal,  parts  of  Armenia,  Media,  and  Hihni,  Chaldtcn, 
Edom,  and  many  other  less  well-known  countries.  In  Susiuna  he  con- 
tended with  a son  of  Merodach-Baladan  ; and  he  boasts  that,  in  spite  of 
the  assistance  which  this  prince  received  from  the  Susianian  monarch,  he 
was  unable  to  save  his  life.  On  another  son,  who  became  a refugee  at  his 
court,  he  bestowed  a territory  upon  the  coast  of  the  Persian  Gulf,  which 
had  previously  been  under  the  government  of  his  brother.  In  Babylon 
itself  Esar-haddon  appears  to  have  reigned  in  his  own  person,  without 
setting  up  a viceroy.  According  to  some  this  was  but  the  revival  of  a 
policy  introduced  by  his  grandfather,  Sargon,  who  is  suspected  to  be  the 
Arhianus  (‘Apmavus;)  of  the  Canon.  But  the  identification  of  these  two 
names  is  very  uncertain.  No  traces  have  been  found  that  specially  con- 
nect Sargon  with  Babylon,  whereas  there  are  many  clear  proofs  of  Esar- 
haddon  having  reigned  there.  The  inscriptions  show  that  he  repaired 
temples  and  built  a palace  at  Babylon,  bricks  from  which,  bearing  his 
name,  have  been  discovered  among  the  ruins  at  Hillah ; a Babylonian 
tablet  has  also  been  found,  dated  in  the  reign  of  Esar-haddon,  by  which 
it  .appears  that  he  was  the  acknowledged  king  of  that  country.  It  is 
probable  that  he  held  his  court  sometimes  at  the  Assyrian,  sometimes  at 
the  Babylonian  capital ; and  hence  it  happened  that  when  his  captains 
carried  Manassch  away  captive  from  Jerusalem  they  conducted  their 
prisoner  to  the  latter  city.  No  record  has  been  as  yet  discovered  of 
this  expedition,  nor  of  the  peopling  of  Samaria  by  colonists  drawn  chiefly 
from  Babylonia,  which  was  in  later  times  ascribed  to  this  monarch. 
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The  buildings  erected  by  Esur-haddon  appear  to  have  equalled,  or  ex- 
ceeded, in  magnificence  those  of  any  former  Assyrian  king.  In  one  inscrip- 
tion he  states  that  in  Assyria  and  Mesopotamia  he  built  no  fewer  than 
thirty  temples,  “shining  with  silver  and  gold,  as  splendid  as  the  sun." 
Besides  repairing  various  palaces  erected  by  former  kings,  be  built  at 
least  three  new  ones  for  his  own  use,  or  that  of  his  son.  One  of  these 
was  the  edifice  known  as  the  south-west  palace  at  Nirarud,  which  was 
constructed  of  materials  derived  from  the  palaces  of  the  former  monarchs 
who  hail  reigned  at  that  place,  for  whom,  as  not  belonging  to  his  own 
family,  Esar-hsddon  seems  to  have  entertained  small  respect.  The  plan 
of  this  palace  is  said  to  differ  from  that  of  all  other  Assyrian  buildings. 
It  consisted  of  a single  hall  of  the  largest  dimensions, — 220  feet  long  and 
100  broad, — of  an  ante-chamber  through  which  the  hall  was  approached 
by  two  doorways,  and  of  a certain  number  of  chambers  on  each  side  of 
the  hall,  which  were  probably  sleeping  apartments.  According  to  Mr. 
Lnyard  it  “ answers  in  its  general  plan,  more  than  any  building  yet  dis- 
covered, to  the  descriptions  in  the  Bible  of  the  palace  of  Solomon.” 
Another  of  Esar-haddon’s  palaces  was  erected  at  Nineveh,  on  the  spot 
now  marked  by  the  mound  at  Nebbi-  Yunus.  This  is  piobably  the  build- 
ing of  which  he  boasts  that  it  was  “ a palace  such  ns  the  kings,  his 
fathers,  who  went  before  him,  had  never  made,"  and  which,  on  its  com- 
pletion, he  is  said  to  have  called  “the  palace  of  the  pleasures  of  all  the 
year."  It  is  described  as  supported  on  wooden  columns,  and  as  roofed 
with  lofty  cedar  and  other  trees.  Sculptures  in  stone  and  marble,  and 
abundant  images  in  silver,  ivory,  and  bronze,  constituted  its  adornment. 
Many  of  these  were  brought  from  a distance ; some  being  the  idols  of  the 
conquered  countries,  and  others  images  of  the  Assyrian  gods.  Its  gates 
were  ornamented  with  the  usual  mystical  bulls ; and  its  extent  was  so 
great,  that  horses  and  other  animals  were  not  only  kept,  but  even  bred, 
within  its  walls.  A third  palace  was  erected  by  Esar-haddon  at  Shertef- 
Khan  for  his  son  ; but  this  was  apparently  a very  inferior  building. 

In  the  construction  and  ornamentation  of  his  palaces  Esar-haddon 
made  use  of  the  services  of  Syrian,  Greek,  and  Phoenician  artists.  The 
princes  of  Syria,  Manasseh  king  of  Judah,  the  Hellenic  monarchs  of  Ida- 
lium,  Citium,  Curium,  Soli,  &c.,  and  the  Phoenician  king  of  Paphos,  fur- 
nished him  with  workmen,  to  whose  skill  we  are  probably  indebted  for 
the  beautiful  and  elaborate  bas-reliefs  which  adorn  the  edifices  of  his 
erection. 

Esar-haddon  must  have  reigned  at  least  thirteen  years ; possibly  he 
may  have  reigned  longer.  In  n.c.  667,  thirteen  years  after  his  accession, 
he  was  succeeded  on  the  throne  of  Babylon  by  Saos-duchinut ; but  this 
prince  may  have  been  a rebel,  or  a viceroy.  Esar-haddon  may  have  still 
continued  to  fill  the  throne  of  Assyria,  where  his  great  works  seem  to 
indicate  a long  and  prosperous  rule.  He  was  succeeded  by  his  son, 
Anxhur-bani-pal,  the  prince  for  whom  he  had  built  a palace  at  Shereef- 
Khan,  perhaps  about  the  year  B.c.  660.  (Pp.  482-484.) 

With  Auhur-bani-pal  II.,  the  Sardanapalus  of  Abydcnus,  nppears  to 
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have  commenced  the  decadence  of  Assyria.  His  military  expeditions  had 
neither  the  extent  nor  the  importance  of  the  expeditions  of  former  kings, 
and  seem  to  have  occupied  him  but  for  a small  portion  of  his  reign.  He 
continued  the  war  with  Susiana,  where  he  contended  against  the  grand- 
sons of  Merodach-Baladan ; and  he  likewise  made  incursions  into  Ar- 
menia. . . . Hunting  appears  to  have  been  his  passion.  A palace  which 
he  erected  at  Nineveh,  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  that  built  by  Sen- 
nacherib, was  ornamented  throughout  with  sculptured  slabs  representing 
him  as  engaged  in  the  pursuit  and  destruction  of  wild  animals.  The  arts 
flourished  under  his  patronage.  (P.  484.) 

[In  addition  to  the  preceding  notices  Sir  II.  Rawlinson  has  published  in 
the  Athenaeum  for  Aug.  18, 1860,  an  account  of  certain  “ fragments  of  the 
annals  of  Asshur-bani-pal"  from  broken  clay  cylinders  found  at  Nineveh, 
and  now  in  the  British  Museum.  These  fragments  were  too  incomplete  to 
allow  of  his  making  out  from  them  a consecutive  narrative.  But  he  learns 
or  collects  from  them,  first,  that  a king  of  Assyria,  who  was  probably  Esar- 
haddon,  had  overrun  Egypt,  and  after  having  driven  back  the  Ethiopian, 
had  appointed  native  rulers  in  at  least  Lower  Egypt,  with  the  title  of 
king  in  their  respective  districts.  Secondly , that  these  petty  kings, 
vassals  of  Assyria,  had  been  dispossessed  by  Tirhakah  ( Turku),  who  cither 
upon  some  change,  as  upon  the  death  of  the  king  reigning  previously  in 
Assyria,  or  else  after  no  longer  delay  than  was  needed  to  prepare  for  a 
fresh  contest,  had  returned  and  repossessed  himself  of  the  Lower  Country. 
Hereupon  Asshur-bani-pal,  immediately  after  his  accession  [as  associate  ?], 
entered  Egypt,  drove  Tirhakah  from  Memphis,  where  he  found  him,  to 
Thebes  (Xiya,  i.  e.  No),  and  re-established  the  petty  kings  to  be  the 
deputies  and  vassals  of  the  king  of  Assyria,  as  before.  Thirdly,  by  put- 
ting together  different  fragments,  the  complete  list,  as  Sir  II.  Rawlinson 
believes,  of  these  petty  kings  has  been  made  out,  and  it  is  given  as 
follows  : — 

1.  Nihu,  king  of  Mimpi  and  Tsai  (Memphis  and  Sais). 

2.  Munti-bun-iri,  king  of  Tsianu  (Zoan  or  Tanis). 

3.  Pisan- hur,  king  of  Nut-'hu  (isle  of  Natho). 

4.  Pakruru,  king  of  Pisabet  (Bubastis). 

5.  Pukhn-nanni-api,  king  of 'Hatterib  (Athribis). 

6.  Na'hhe,  king  o ('Hindis  (Ilenes  ?) 

7.  Put' hu-basti  [Petsibast],  king  of  Za  . . . 

8.  Hunnmuna  [Si-eti-amon],  king  of  Nat  . . . 

9.  Hart-si-yesu  [Horsiesis],  king  of  . . . mi. 

10.  Puhu-aiat,  king  of  Bindi  (Mendes). 

11.  Tsutsinque  [Shishonk],  king  of  Pu  . . . 

12.  MinChti,  king  of  Pa  . . . 

13.  Pubiku-nanni-api,  king  of  A'h  . . . 

14.  Ipli-hart-hesu,  king  of  Pizalti-  hurunpi  (?). 

15.  Nu'hti-'huru-antsiza,  king  of  Pisabthinut  (?). 

16.  Pusat-ninip,  king  of  Pa'hnut  (?). 
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17.  ZCha , king  of  Siya'ut  (Osiout?) 

18.  Lamint,  king  of  llimun  (Uammonis?) 

19.  Ispi-mathu  [Psi-muth  ?],  king  of  Tain  (This?) 

20.  Muntimi-anhhe.  [Amon-mni  Piankh  ?],  king  of  Kiya  (Thebes). 

Upon  this  list,  however  imperfectly  the  names  may  be  rendered,  it  is 
obvious  to  remark,  that  it  throws  great  light  on  the  origin  of  the  fable  of 
the  Doilecarchy ; and  that  the  occurrence  of  the  name  Necho  in  the  first 
place,  before  all  the  rest,  with  the  titles  of  king  of  Memphis  and  Sais, 
shows  plainly  enough  that  there  were  good  grounds  for  suspecting  that 
Psammitichus  I.  had  a better  title  than  any  of  his  competitors  to  be 
regarded  as  the  heir  of  the  last  native  kings  of  the  Saitc  Dynasty  XXIV. 
It  would  also  be  intelligible  enough  that  the  Ethiopian,  on  finally  expel- 
ling the  Assyrians,  if  he  chose  to  retain  Egypt  in  direct  dependence  upon 
himself,  should  put  Necho,  the  father  of  Psammitichus  I.,  to  death.  For 
Necho  was  just  that  one  of  the  numerous  kings  who,  in  revolting  against 
the  Assyrians,  may  have  expected  to  turn  the  intervention  of  Tirhakah 
to  his  own  advantage.  It  is  also  highly  probable  that  in  the  name 
Mmdimi-anhhi,  which  stands  last,  with  the  title  of  king  of  Thebes,  and 
apparently  of  all  Upper  Egypt  (for  all  the  other  titles  seem  to  be  given 
from  cities  in  the  Lower  Country),  we  have,  in  a somewhat  disguised 
form,  the  monumental  name  of  Piunlthi,  the  husband  of  Amuniritis,  who 
is  known  to  have  reigned  in  the  Thebaid,  and  whose  name  is  identical 
with  that  of  the  Ethiopian  prince  who  succeeded  Tirhakah  at  Napata. 

Sir  II.  Rawlinson  collects  further  that  Tirhakah  withdrew  to  the 
Upper  Country : that  subsequently  the  petty  kings  rose  against  the  As- 
syrian garrisons  left  at  Memphis  and  Thebes ; that  Tirhakah  came  down 
again  from  Ethiopia ; and  that  eventually  the  Assyrians  put  down  the 
insurrection,  and  chastised  their  enemies.  But  it  is  clear  (as  has  been 
observed  above)  not  only  from  Egyptian  inscriptions,  but  also  from 
Asiatic  tradition,  that  Tirhakah  was  eventually  victorious,  and  was  left, 
after  the  three  or  four  (or  perhaps  more)  campaigns  alluded  to  above,  in 
undisputed  possession  of  Lower  Egypt.] 

Asshur-bani  pal  may  be  supposed  to  have  reigned  from  about  n.  c.  C60 
to  n.c.  640.  He  was  succeeded  by  a son,  whose  name  is  read  somewhat 
doubtfully  as  Asshur-cmit-ili,  the  last  king  of  whom  any  records  have 
been  as  yet  discovered.  Under  him  the  decline  of  Assyria  seems  to  have 
been  rapid.  No  military  expeditions  can  be  assigned  to  his  reign;  and 
the  works  which  he  constructed  are  of  a most  inferior  character.  A 
palace  built  by  him  on  the  great  platform  at  Nimnui,  or  Calah — the  chief 
monument  of  his  reign  which  has  come  down  to  us — indicates  in  a very 
marked  way  the  diminution  in  his  time  of  Assyrian  wealth  and  magni- 
ficence. It  contained  no  great  hall  or  gallery,  and  no  sculptured  slabs, 
but  merely  consisted  of  a number  of  rooms  of  small  proportions,  panelled 
with  plain  slabs  of  common  limestone,  roughly  hewn,  and  not  more  than 
3]  feet  high.  The  upper  part  of  the  walls  above  the  panelling  was 
simply  plastered.  If  Asshur-emit-ili  was  reduced  to  live  in  this  building. 
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we  must  suppose  that  the  superb  edifices  of  his  ancestors  had  fallen  into 
ruin,  which  could  scarcely  have  taken  place  unless  they  had  been  injured 
by  violence.  It  seems  probable  that,  either  through  the  invasions  of  the 
Medes,  who  were  now  growing  into  prominence,  or  in  the  course  of  the 
Scythic  troubles,  which  belong  to  about  the  same  period,  Assyria  had  been 
greatly  weakened,  her  cities  being  desolated,  and  her  palaces  dismantled 
or  destroyed.  These  disasters  preceded  the  last  attack  of  Cyaxares,  and 
prepared  the  way  for  the  fall  of  the  mighty  power  which  had  so  long 
been  dominant  in  Western  Asia.  It  is  uncertain  whether  the  last  war  with 
the  Medes,  and  the  final  destruction  of  Nineveh,  fell  into  the  reign  of 
Asshur-emit-ili,  or  whether  he  had  a successor  in  the  Saracus  of  Berosus, 
the  Sardanapalus  of  the  Greeks,  under  whom  the  final  catastrophe  took 
place.  On  the  one  hand,  the  number  of  years  from  the  accession  of 
Esar-haddon  to  the  capture  of  Nineveh,  which  is  but  55  [rather  (G80 
_G0G=)74  at  the  least],  seems  barely  to  suffice  for  the  three  reigns 
of  a father,  a son,  and  a grandson;  whence  we  should  conclude  that 
Asshur-emit-ili  was  probably  the  last  king.  On  the  other  hand,  the  differ- 
ence between  the  names  of  Saracus  and  Asshur-emit-ili  is  so  wide,  and 
the  authority  of  Berosus  (from  whom  the  notices  of  Saracus  seem  to 
come)  so  great,  that  we  are  tempted  to  suspect  that  Asshur-emit-ili  may 
have  been  the  last  king  but  one,  and  Saracus  may  have  succeeded  him. 
(Pp.  485,  48G.) 

It  has  been  already  observed  [elsewhere]  that  the  circumstances  nf 
the  siege,  as  detailed  by  Ctesias,  may  very  possibly  have  been  correctly 
stated.  It  lasted,  according  to  him,  above  two  years,  and  was  brought  to 
a successful  issue  mainly  in  consequence  of  an  extraordinary  rise  of  the 
Tigris,  which  swept  away  a portion  of  the  city  wall,  and  so  gave  admit- 
tance to  the  enemy.  Upon  this  the  Assyrian  monarch,  considering 
further  resistance  to  be  vain,  fired  his  palace,  and  destroyed  himself.  The 
conqueror  completed  the  ruin  of  the  once  magnificent  capital  by  razing 
the  walls,  and  delivering  the  whole  city  to  the  flames.  Nineveh  ceased 
to  exist ; and  at  the  same  time,  probably,  the  other  royal  cities,  or  at 
least  their  palaces,  were  wasted  with  fire;  the  proud  structures  raised  by 
the  Assyrian  kings  being  reduced  at  once  to  that  condition  of  ruined 
heaps  which  has  been  the  effectual  means  of  preserving  a great  portion  of 
their  contents  [to  be  brought  to  light  in  our  own  time].  (Pp.  487,  488.) 

The  independent  kingdom  of  Assyria  covered  a space  of  six  centuries 
and  a half  [b.c.  1235— G06=629  years];  but  the  empire  cannot  be  con- 
sidered to  have  lasted  more  than  (at  the  utmost)  five  centuries.  It 
commenced  with  Tiglath-Pileser  I.,  about  B.c.  1 1 10,  and  it  terminated 
with  Asshur-bani-pal,  or  Sardanapalus,  about  b.c.  G40.  The  limits  of  the 
dominion  varied  greatly  during  this  period,  the  empire  expanding  or 
contracting  according  to  the  circumstances  of  the  time  and  the  personal 
character  of  the  prince  who  occupied  the  throne.  The  extreme  extent 
appears  to  have  been  reached  almost  immediately  before  a rapid  decline 
set  in ; that  is  to  say,  during  the  reigns  of  Sargon,  Sennacherib,  ami 
Esar-haddon,  three  of  the  most  warlike  of  the  Assyrian  princes,  who  held 
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the  throne  from  B.c.  721  to  b.c.  660.  During  this  interval  Assyria  was 
paramount  over  the  portion  of  Western  Asia  included  between  the  Me- 
diterranean and  the  Halys  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  Caspian  and  the  great 
Persian  desert  on  the  other.  Southwards  the  boundary  was  formed  by 
Arabia  and  the  Persian  Gulf ; northwards  it  seems  at  no  time  to  have 
advanced  to  the  Euxine  or  to  the  Caucasus,  but  to  have  been  formed  by 
a fluctuating  line  which  did  not  in  the  most  flourishing  period  extend 
beyond  the  northern  frontier  of  Armenia. 

The  countries  include)}  in  this  space  and  subjected  within  the  period 
in  question  to  Assyrian  influence  were  chiefly  the  following  : — Susiuna, 
Clmldicn,  Babylonia,  Media,  Matieue  or  the  country  of  the  Namri, 
Armenia,  Mesopotamia,  parts  of  Cappadocia  and  Cilicia,  Syria,  Pbcenicia, 
Palestine,  Iduimea,  and  for  a time  Lower  Egypt.  Cyprus  also  was  for 
some  years  a dependency.  On  the  other  hand  Persia  Proper,  Baetria, 
and  Margiana,  and  even  Ilyreania,  were  beyond  the  eastern  limit  of  the 
Assyrian  sway,  which  towards  the  north  upon  this  side  did  not  reach 
farther  than  about  the  neighbourhood  of  Kasvin,  and  towards  the  south 
was  confined  within  the  mountain-barrier  of  Zagros.  Similarly  on  the 
west,  Phrygia,  Lydia,  Lycia,  and  even  ramphylia,  were  independent,  the 
Assyrian  arms  having  never  (so  far  as  appears)  penetrated  beyond 
Cilicia,  or  crossed  the  Halys.  (Pp.  489,  490.) 

“ The  history  of  Babylon  during  the  526  years  which 
Berosus  assigned  to  the  upper  dynasty  of  Assyria  is,  with  few 
exceptions,”  to  use  the  words  of  Mr.  Itawlinson,  “a  blank. 
Babylonia  was  during  the  chief  portion  of  this  period 
eclipsed  by  Assyria ; and  the  native  historian,  confessing  the 
absence  of  materials,  passed  at  this  point  from  the  Babylo- 
nian to  the  Assyrian  line  of  kings.” 

It  cannot,  however,  be  said  with  truth  that  the  condition  of  Babylonia 
was  that  of  a mere  subject  kingdom.  We  know  that  at  least  on  one  oc- 
casion within  the  period  here  spoken  of  a Babylonian  monarch  carried 
his  arms  deep  into  Assyria,  penetrating  even  to  the  capital,  and  thence 
bearing  away  in  triumph  the  images  of  the  Assyrian  gods.  It  is  also 
plain  from  the  Assyrian  inscriptions  that  Babylonia  had  not  only  her  own 
monarebs  during  this  interval,  but  that  they  were  practically  independent, 
only  submitting  on  rare  occasions  to  irresistible  force,  and  again  freeing 
themselves  when  the  danger  was  past.  Although  diminished  in  power 
by  the  independence  of  her  former  vassal,  and  even  thrown  into  the  shade 
by  that  vassal’s  increasing  greatness,  she  yet  maintained  an  important 
position,  and  during  the  whole  time  of  the  upper  dynasty  in  Assyria  was 
clearly  the  most  powerful  of  all  those  kingdoms  by  which  the  Assyrian 
Empire  was  surrounded.  (Pp.  500,  501.) 

It  is  to  be  remarked  that  the  kings  of  Assyria  of  the  upper  dynasty  in 
no  case  take  the  title  of  king  of  Babylon.  The  most  powerful  monarchs 
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of  this  line  are  all  engaged  in  wars  with  the  Babylonian  kings,  Babylon 
being  in  the  earlier  times  the  assailant,  but  in  the  later  suffering  invasion. 
Tiglath-Pilescr  I.  wars  with  Merodach-adan-akhi ; Sardanapalus  I. 
(Asihur-dani-pal)  with  Nebubalarlan  ; Shalmanubar,  in  his  eighth  year, 
with  Merodach-nadin-adin  and  his  brother ; and  Shamas-iva  with  Mero- 
dach  . . . The  Babylonians  arc  in  no  cose  spoken  of  as  rebels. 

About  the  middle  of  the  eighth  century  n.c.  it  would  seem  that  a 
change  took  place  at  Babylon,  the  exact  character  of  which  it  is  difficult 
to  determine.  The  era  of  Nabonassar  (b.c.  747),  which  has  no  astrono- 
mical importance,  must  be  regarded  as  belonging  to  history,  and  as  almost 
certainly  marking  the  date  of  a great  revolution.  The  double  connection 
of  Semiramis  with  Pul  on  the  one  hand,  and  with  Babylonian  greatness 
on  the  other,  makes  it  probable  that  she  was  personally  concerned  in  the 
movement,  though  in  what  capacity  it  is  difficult  to  determine.  . . . 
That  some  connection  existed  between  Nabonassar  and  Semiramis,  as  well 
as  between  the  latter  and  Pul,  seems  almost  certain.  . . . We  may  hope 
that  future  discoveries  will  throw  light  upon  this  point,  and  restore  to  a 
definite  place  in  Babylonian  history  the  great  queen  now  removed  from 
the  proud  position  which  she  once  occupied  in  the  supposed  annals  of 
Assyria.  (Pp.  501-2.) 

Mr.  Rawlinson  then  passes  in  review  the  Bahylonian  reigns  of  the  Canon 
from  Nabonassar  downwards,  observing  that  Nabnnassar  was  certainly  an 
independent  king,  and  that  there  are  no  signs  of  Babylon  having  become 
a dependency  of  Assyria  till  its  reduction  by  Sargon  in  n.c.  709.  Mardoc- 
Empadus  the  5th  king  (from  Nabonassar),  who  is  now  identified  beyond 
n doubt  with  the  Merodach-Baladan  of  Isaiah,  having  been  attacked  by 
Sargon  in  his  12th  year,  after  that  king’s  second  Syrian  expedition,  was 
conquered  and  driven  out ; and  his  crown  fell  to  the  Assyrian  monarch, 
who  is  thought  by  some  to  have  assumed  it  himself  (the  name  [S\arkianua 
of  the  Canon  being  identified  with  Sargon ),  but  who  more  probably  con- 
ferred it  upon  one  of  his  sons,  the  Arkiamu  of  the  Canon  [and  perhaps 
“ the  brother  of  Sennacherib"  in  Polyhistorj.  The  object  of  his  embassy 
to  Hezekioh  was  no  doubt  in  part  political ; and  it  may  have  been  in 
consequence  of  his  knowledge  that  a league  was  projected  against  him 
that  Sargon  in  his  12th  year  turned  all  his  force  against  Babylon. 
Merodach-Baladan,  however,  after  a few  years  of  exile  found  an  oppor- 
tunity of  regaining  his  sovereignty.  Towards  the  close  of  Sargon’s  life 
fresh  troubles  broke  out  in  Babylonia.  Arkianus  ceased  to  reign  — 
probably  he  died  — in  b.c.  704,  and  an  interval  of  2 years  followed, 
during  the  last  G months  of  which  Baladan  was  again  king.  Then  Sen- 
nacherib, in  his  1st  year,  having  again  expelled  him,  placed  on  the  throne 
an  Assyrian  officer  of  his  own  named  Belibus , a son  of  the  governor 
of  those  youths  who  were  educated  in  the  palace.  After  3 years  the 
party  of  Merodach-Baladan,  then  supported  by  Susub  king  of  Susiana, 
being  again  formidable,  Sennacherib  returned,  and  after  defeating  Susub, 
and  destroying  some  cities,  removed  Belibus,  and  appointed  liis  own  son 
Atshur-nadin-adin,  the  Aparanadiusor  Assaranadius  of  the  Canon,  king  over 
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Babylon,  where  he  reigned  from  b.c.  699  to  n.c.  G93.  It  is  uncertain,  Mr. 
Rawlinson  continues,  whether  llegtbihu,  or  Irigebelus,  and  Mesesemor- 
dams,  who  reigned  from  B.c.  693  to  692,  and  from  b.c.  692  to  688,  were 
also  viceroys  under  Sennacherib,  like  Belibus  and  Asshur-nadin-adin,  or 
independent  native  princes.  If  a record  of  the  later  years  of  Sennacherib 
should  be  found,  it  will  probably  throw  light  on  this  question.  It  is 
doubtful,  too,  what  was  the  condition  of  Babylonia  during  the  next  8 years, 
which  theCanon  describes  as  an  interregnum.  But  in  b.c.  680  Esar-had- 
don,  who  had  probably  mounted  the  throne  of  Assyria  about  that  time,  took 
the  crown  of  Babylon  to  himself,  instead  of  committing  it  to  a viceroy. 
This  prince,  as  lias  been  already  observed,  probably  held  his  court,  at 
least  occasionally,  in  Babylon,  where  many  records  of  his  rule  have  been 
discovered.  lie  administered  the  government  for  13  years  — from  n.c. 
680  to  b.c.  667, — and  it  must  have  been  within  this  space  that  Manasseli, 
the  son  of  Hezckiah,  having  been  guilty  of  some  political  offence,  was 
brought  as  a prisoner  to  the  Assyrian  king  at  Babylon , where  he  suffered 
detention  for  a while,  returning,  however,  by  the  clemency  of  his  suze- 
rain, to  resume  the  kingdom  which  he  had  so  nearly  forfeited.  Esar- 
haddon  appears  to  have  been  a little  disquieted  in  his  administration 
of  the  affairs  of  Babylon  by  the  pretensions  of  the  sons  of  Merodach- 
Baladan,  who  had  still  the  support  of  the  Susianians.  Having,  however, 
conquered  and  slain  one,  and  received  the  submission  of  another,  whom 
he  established  in  a government  on  the  shores  of  the  Persian  Gulf,  he  pro- 
bably found  his  position  so  secure  that  he  was  emboldened  to  revert  to 
the  ordinary  and  established  practice  of  the  Assyrians  — that  of  govern- 
ing the  provinces  by  means  of  subject  kings  or  viceroys.  Accordingly, 
in  b.c.  667,  13  years  after  bis  accession,  he  handed  over  the  Babylonians 
to  a certain  Suosduchimu  ( Shamas-dar-oukin  ?),  who  continued  to  ad- 
minister the  government  for  20  or  21  years,  and  was  succeeded  by  the  last 
of  the  subject-kings,  Ciniludams,  who  ....  is  said  to  have  reigned  22 
years  — from  b.c.  647  to  b.c.  625.  Of  these  two  kings  scarcely  any- 
thing is  known  at  present,  their  continued  subjection  to  the  Assyrians 
being  only  proved  by  the  authority  which  Saracus,  the  last  Assyrian 
monarch,  appears  to  have  exercised  over  their  country. 

Saracus,  threatened  on  the  one  hand  by  the  Medes,  on  the  other  by  an 
army  advancing  from  the  sea-board,  which  may  have  consisted  chiefly  of 
Susianians,  appointed  to  the  government  of  Babylon,  where  he  was  to 
act  against  this  latter  enemy,  his  general  Nabopolassur  ( Nubu-pal-uzur ), 
while  he  himself  remained  at  Nineveh  to  meet  the  greater  danger. 
Nabopolassar,  however,  proved  unfaithful ; and  . . . entering  into  nego- 
tiations with  Cyaxares  of  Media,  whose  daughter  Amahia  or  Amyitis 
he  obtained  in  marriage  for  his  own  son  Nebuchadnezzar,  he  sent  or 
led  against  his  suzerain  a body  of  troops,  which  took  an  active  part 
in  the  great  siege  whereby  the  power  of  Assyria  was  destroyed.  The 
immediate  result  of  this  event  was  not  merely  the  establishment  of 
Babylonian  independence,  but  the  formation  of  that  later  Babylonian 
empire  which,  short  as  was  its  continuance,  has  always  been  with  reason 
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regarded  as  one  of  the  most  remarkable  in  the  history  of  the  world. 
(l*p.  50(5-7.) 

The  rise  and  fall  of  this  empire  was  comprised  within  a period  consi- 
derably short  of  a century.  Six  kings  only  occupied  the  throne  during 
its  continuance ; and  of  these  but  three  had  reigns  of  any  duration. 
Nabopolassar,  who  founded  the  empire,  Nebuchadnezzar,  who  raised  it 
to  its  highest  pitch  of  glory,  and  Nabonidus,  or  I.abynetus,  under  whom 
it  was  destroyed,  are  the  three  great  names  to  which  its  entire  history 
attaches.  (P.  507.) 

Of  Nabopolassar,  whose  alliance  with  Cyaxares  decided  the  fall  of 
Nineveh,  our  historical  notices  are  scanty.  By  his  co-operation  with 
Cyaxares  agninst  Assyria  he  secured  not  only  the  independence  of  his 
own  kingdom,  but  an  important  share  in  the  spoils  of  the  mighty  em- 
pire to  whose  destruction  he  had  contributed.  While  the  northern  and 
eastern  portions  of  the  Assyrian  territory  were  annexed  by  Cyaxares  to 
his  own  dominions,  the  southern  and  western  — the  valley  of  the 
Euphrates  from  Hit  to  Curchemish,  Syria,  Phoenicia,  Palestine,  and  per- 
haps a portion  of  Egypt  — passed  under  the  sceptre  of  the  king  of  Baby- 
lon. Judtca  was  at  this  time  governed  by  Josiah,  who  probably  felt  no 
objection  to  the  change  of  masters ; and  as  the  transfer  of  allegiance 
thus  took  place  without  a struggle,  we  do  not  find  any  distinct  mention 
of  it  in  Scripture.  There  is,  however,  no  reason  to  doubt  that  the  Baby- 
lonian dominion  was  at  once  extended  to  the  borders  of  Egypt,  where  it 
came  in  contact  with  that  of  Psammctichus  I. ; and  the  result  is  seen 
in  wars  which  shortly  arose  between  the  two  powers,  wars  which  were 
very  calamitous  to  the  Jews,  and  eventually  led  to  their  transplantation. 
(P.  507-8.) 

It  is  not  improbable  that,  besides  an  augmentation  of  territory,  Babylon 
gained  at  this  time  a great  increase  in  its  population.  It  appears  to  be 
certain  that  Nineveh  was  not  only  taken,  but  destroyed ; and  the  bulk 
of  the  inhabitants  would  thus  become  the  captives  of  the  conquerors. 
Babylon  would  undoubtedly  receive  her  full  share  of  the  prisoners,  and 
hence  would  have  at  her  disposal,  from  the  very  foundation  of  the  empire, 
a supply  of  human  labour  capable  of  producing  gigantic  results.  Nabo- 
polassar  availed  himself  of  this  supply  to  commence  the  various  works 
which  his  son  afterwards  completed  ; and  its  existence  is  a circumstance 
to  be  borne  in  mind  when  we  come  to  speak  of  the  immense  constructions 
of  that  son,  Nebuchadnezzar.  (P.  508.) 

The  chief  known  events  of  the  reign  of  Nabopolassar  (n.c.  625 — 604) 
are  his  co-operation  with  Cyaxares  against  Alyattcs,  and  his  war  with 
Necho.  If  the  Lydian  war  has  been  rightly  placed  between  n.c.  615 
and  n.c.  610,  it  must  have  preceded  the  attack  of  Necho,  which  was  in 
n.c.  609  or  608.  No  details  arc  known,  except  that  in  the  great  battle 
which  was  stopped  by  the  eclipse,  said  to  have  been  predicted  by  Thales, 
a Babylonian  prince  (whether  Nabopolassar  himself,  his  son  Nebuchad- 
nezzar, or  another  son  not  elsewhere  mentioned)  was  present,  and  that 
he  acted  as  one  of  the  mediators  through  whom  the  war  was  brought  to  a 
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close,  and  friendship  established  between  Lydia  and  Media.  The  Egyptian 
war  of  Nabopolassar  seems  to  have  commenced  in  his  17th  year,  b.c.  609, 
by  an  invasion  of  his  territory  on  the  part  of  Necho,  the  son  of  Psam- 
raeticlmsl.  This  invasion  is  described  by  Berosus  {Jos.  contr.  Ap.  i.  19) 
as  a revolt  of  the  satrap  who  was  over  Syria  and  Egypt.  Josiah,  who 
as  a vassal  of  the  king  of  Babylon  opposed  the  passage  of  the  Egyptian 
army,  having  been  defeated  and  slain,  Necho  extended  his  own  boundary 
to  the  Euphrates;  and  on  his  return,  passing  through  Jerusalem,  ho 
carried  away  Jchoahaz,  and  made  Jehoiakim  king;  after  which  he  seems 
to  have  taken  Cadytis  or  Gaza.  Necho  seems  to  have  retained  his 
conquests  for  three  or  four  years.  But  in  the  4th  year  of  Jehoiakim 
(b.c.  605  or  604)  Naliopolassar,  being  no  longer  able  to  go  to  war 
himself,  sent  his  son  Nebuchadnezzar,  who  defeated  the  army  of  Necho 
at  Carchemish,  and  took  from  him  all  Syria  as  far  as  the  river  of  Egypt, 
receiving  at  the  same  time  the  submission  of  Jehoiakim,  aud  confirming 
him  in  his  kingdom. 

The  cuneiform  remains  of  Nabopolassur  are  very  scanty,  consisting 
only  of  a few  tablets  containing  orders  on  the  imperial  treasury,  which 
were  found  at  Warka,  and  are  now  in  the  British  Museum.  Nothing  is 
very  remarkable  in  them,  except  that  he  takes  the  title  reserved  for 
lords  paramount,  thereby  showing  that  he  was  independent.  (P.  510.) 

Meanwhile  Nabopolassar  died  (n.  c.  604),  and  Nebuchadnezzar 
( Nabu-kuduri-uzur),  who  was  then  upon  the  borders  of  Egypt,  hastily 
returned  to  Babylon  on  hearing  of  the  news,  being  followed  later  by  the 
bulk  of  his  army  with  the  captives. 

Of  all  the  works  of  Nebuchadnezzar  the  greatest  seem  to  have  been 
the  fortifications  of  his  capital.  A space  of  above  130  square  miles 
(according  to  Strabo  and  Aristobulus,  but  of  200  according  to  Hero- 
dotus), five  or  six  times  the  area  of  London,  was  inclosed  within  walls 
above  80  feet  broad  and  between  300  and  400  feet  high  (200  royal  cubits 
according  to  Herodotus,  200  ordinary  cubits  or  300  feet  according  to 
Ctesias).  This  wall  alone  must  have  contained  — unless  the  dimensions 
are  exaggerated  — above  200,000,000  yards  of  solid  masonry,  or  nearly 
twice  the  cubic  contents  of  the  great  wall  of  China,  which  is  1200  miles 
long,  from  20  to  25  feet  high,  and  from  15  to  20  feet  broad.  Inside  it 
ran  a second,  somewhat  less  thick,  but  almost  as  strong,  the  exact 
dimensions  of  which  arc  nowhere  given.  Nebuchadnezzar  appears  to 
have  built  the  latter  entirely  as  a defence  for  his  “ inner  city;”  but  the 
great  outer  wall  was  an  old  work,  which  he  merely  repaired.  His 
Standard  Inscription  gives  the  circumference  of  his  “ inner  city  ” as 
16,000  cubits,  or  about  5 English  miles.  It  speaks  also  of  the  great  wall 
as  rebuilt.  At  the  same  time  he  constructed  an  entirely  new  palace,  the 
ruins  of  which  remain  in  the  modern  Kasr , a magnificent  building, 
which  he  completed  in  15  days!  (This  fact,  if  it  be  a fact,  is  recorded 
in  the  Standard  Inscription,  and  it  was  also  mentioned  by  Berosus,  Fr. 
14.)  Another  construction  (probably)  of  this  king’s  was  the  great  canal 
of  which  Strabo  speaks,  and  which  Col.  Bawlinson  traced  from  Hit, 
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the  Is  of  Herodotus,  almost  to  the  bay  of  Graine  in  the  Persian  Gulf, 
a distance  of  from  400  to  500  miles,  large  enough  to  be  navigated  by 
ships.  He  built  or  rebuilt  almost  all  the  cities  of  Upper  Babylonia, 
Babylon  itself,  upon  the  bricks  of  which  scarcely  any  other  name  is 
found,  Sippara,  Borsippa,  Cutha,  Teredon,  Chilmad,  &c.,  as  is  proved  by 
the  bricks  found  at  each  of  those  places,  or  by  express  statements  in  in- 
scriptions. lie  formed  aqueducts  mentioned  in  the  Standard  Inscription 
and  in  the  Armenian  Eusebius  ; and  he  constructed  the  wonderful  hang- 
ing gardens  at  Babylon,  which  Berosus  says  were  artificial  hills  raised  on 
stone  substructions  within  the  precincts  of  the  palace,  devised  to  please  his 
wife  who  had  been  used  to  hills  in  her  own  native  country  of  Media 
( Joseph . Ant.  Jud.  x.  v.  § 1),  and  which,  according  to  Ctesias  and  Dio- 
dorus, formed  a square  of  400  feet.  Nebuchadnezzar  also  raised  the 
huge  pyramidal  temples  at  Borsippa  and  Akkerkuf,  which  still  remain 
in  the  Birs  Nimrud  and  the  Nimrud  Tepesse,  together  with  a vast  num- 
ber of  other  shrines  not  hitherto  identified.  These  are  described  in 
the  Standard  Inscription  referred  to  above.  The  Borsippa  temple 
(which  was  built  in  stages,  like  the  temple  of  Belus  at  Babylon,  and  the 
great  pyramid  at  Saccara)  covered  an  area  of  about  two  thirds  of  that  of 
the  pyramid  of  Mycerinus.  The  present  height  is  rather  more  than  150 
feet ; the  present  circumference  is  said  to  be  about  20C0  feet.  Ori- 
ginally the  base  was  a square  of  272  feet.  The  temple  at  Akkerkuf  is 
far  smaller.  Its  height  has  been  estimated  at  about  130  feet,  and  its  cir- 
cumference at  300.  Nebuchadnezzar  formed  the  extensive  reservoir  near 
Sippara,  140  miles  in  circumference.  He  built  quays  and  breakwaters 
along  the  shores  of  the  Persian  Gulf,  as  is  mentioned  by  Abvdenus 
(Euseb.  Prap.  Ev.  ix.  41):  he  made  embaukments  of  solid  masonry  at 
various  points  of  the  two  great  streams;  and,  finally,  he  greatly  beauti- 
fied, if  he  did  not  actually  rebuild,  the  famous  temple  of  Belus  (Berosus 
ap.  Jot.  conlr.  Ap.  i.  20).  The  Standard  Inscription  also  mentions  this 
restoration.  The  remains  of  the  temple  of  Belus  still  exist  in  the 
mound  called  the  Mujelibe  by  Rich,  but  now  known  to  the  Arabs  uni- 
versally as  Babil.  'i  bis  is  an  immense  pile  of  brick,  in  shape  an  oblong 
square  facing  the  four  cardinal  points,  730  yards  in  circumference,  and 
from  100  to  140  feet  high.  Two  of  the  sides,  those  facing  north  and 
south,  are  almost  exactly  a stadium  in  length.  The  other  two  arc 
shorter.  One  is  four-fifths  the  other  two-thirds  of  a stadium.  All  the 
inscribed  bricks  hitherto  found  there  bear  the  name  of  Nebuchad- 
nezzar. (P.  513  ) 

[As  regards  the  prosecution  of  his  military  enterprises,  Josephus  says 
that  the  siege  of  Tyre,  which  lasted  13  years,  was  begun  by  him  in  the 
8th  year  of  his  reign,  which  seems  to  be  an  inaccuracy  arising  from  the 
fact  that  in  the  8th  year  of  his  reign  Nebuchadnezzar,  with  his  army, 
was  in  Syria  and  Palestine,  where  Jeboiakim,  who,  no  "doubt,  had  expec- 
tations of  support  from  Egypt,  was  reduced  and 'slain,  and  Jceoniah  his 
son  made  king  in  his  room.  Shortly  afterwards,  in  consequence  of  some 
fresh  symptoms  of  rebellion,  Nebuchadnezzar  came  against  Jerusalem 
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for  the  Ihird  time,  anil  carrying  away  Jeconiah  to  Babylon,  put  Zeile- 
kiah,  who  was  his  uncle,  on  the  throne.  Ten  years  later  (n.  c.  588), 
shortly  after  the  accession  of  Apries  or  Pharaoh  Ilophra,  Zedekiah  re- 
belled “by  sending  ambassadors  into  Egypt"  and  seeking  assistance. 
Before,  however,  Apries  could  move,  Jerusalem  was  already  invested 
by  Nebuchadnezzar.  On  the  news  that  “Pharaoh’s  army  had  come 
out  of  Egypt”  Nebuchadnezzar  raised  the  siege,  and,  according  to 
Josephus,  completely  defeated  the  Egyptians.  But  the  Scripture  rather 
implies  that  they  retired  on  the  advance  of  the  Babylonians  and  avoided 
a battle.  The  siege  of  Jerusalem  was  then  renewed ; and  in  the  3rd  year 
from  its  commencement  it  was  taken  : Zcdckinh  was  blinded,  and  taken 
to  Babylon;  the.  city  and  temple  were  burned;  the  walls  razed,  and 
great  part  of  the  inhabitants  carried  away. 

In  the  5th  year,  according  to  Jos  phus  (Ant.  Jud.  x.  9),  from  the  de- 
struction of  Jerusalem,  which  should  l>e  B.  c.  583  or  b.c.  582,  Nebu- 
chadnezzar came  again  into  Syria.  It  may  be  that  Apries  had  really 
at  this  time  marched  an  army  into  Phoenicia  and  reduced  or  gained  its 
chief  cities  (Herod,  ii.  161).  And  if  so,  it  was  only  the  obstinate  re- 
sistance of  Tyre  which  delayed  for  13  years  the  invasion  of  Egypt.  If 
Tyre  were  first  besieged  in  n.  c.  583  or  n.  c.  582,  it  would  be  taken  in 
n.  c.  570  or  569  : nnd  n.  c.  569  is  the  year  in  which  Atnasis  became  king 
in  Egypt : so  that  the  assertion  of  Josephus  that  Nebuchadnezzar  not 
only  defeated  but  slew  the  king  of  Egypt,  which  he  subdued,  and  over 
which  he  appointed  a new  ruler,  may  probably  be  derived  from  Berosus; 
and  it  may  be  something  like  the  truth. 

The  remainder  of  the  reign  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  from  n.  c.  570  to  n.  c. 
561,  is  not  distinguished  by  any  known  event  of  importance.  During  7 
years,  however,  out  of  these  9 he  was,  as  we  learn  from  Scripture,  inca- 
pacitated for  governing  personally.  And  since,  after  the  recovery  of  his 
reason,  he  resumed  the  government,  and  that  too  with  increased  respect 
for  his  personal  authority  (Dan.  iv.  36),  it  may  be  inferred  that  he 
lived  on  two  years,  or  at  least  over  one  year,  to  his  death,  which  may 
have  occurred  at  any  time  later  than  Thoth  1,  Jan.  11,  in  n.  c.  561  but 
not  quite  so  late  as  Jan.  11  in  n.  c.  562.  The  account  given  by  Mr. 
Rawlinson  differs  from  the  foregoing  in  this  chiefly,  that  he  accepts 
Josephus's  date  of  the  8th  year  of  Nebuchadnezzar  for  the  commence- 
ment of  the  siege  of  Tyre,  nnd  makes  the  last  18  years  instead  of  the 
last  9 of  the  reign  to  be  without  any  known  event  of  historical  im- 
portance.] 

After  a reign  of  43'  years  Nebuchadnezzar  was  succeeded  by  Illouru- 
damux,  or  Etil-Mcrodtich , his  son,  whose  accession  is  dated  or  ante- 
dated technically  by  the  Canon  from  Thoth  1 in  u,  c.  561.  After  2 
years  he  was  followed  by  Nerigassolassarus,  or  Neriglissar,  whom 
Berosus  and  Abydenus  make  to  have  been  the  husband  of  his  sister. 
According  to  them  Neriglissar  murdered  his  brother-in-law,  who  had 
provoked  his  fate  by  his  lawlessness  and  intemperance.  The  single  act 
by  which  he  is  known  to  us — his  release  of  Jehoiaclun  from  prison  in  the 
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1st  year  of  his  reign,  and  kind  treatment  of  him  during  the  rest  of  his 
life — is  remarkably  in  contrast  with  this  unfavourable  representation  of 
his  character. 

Of  Neriglissar  ( Nergal-shar-uzur ),  who  ascended  the  throne  in  n.  c. 
559,  very  little  is  known  beyond  the  fact  of  his  [being  the  brother-in- 
law  and  llie  murderer  of  his  predecessor].  It  is  probable,  though 
not.  certain,  that  he  was  the  “ Nergal-sharezer,  the  Rab-Mag,"  who, 
nearly  30  years  previously,  accompanied  the  army  of  Nebuchadnezzar 
to  the  last  siege  of  Jerusalem,  and  who  was  evidently  at  that  time  one 
of  the  chief  officers  of  the  crown.  He  bears  the  title  of  Rab-Mag  on  the 
inscriptions,  and  calls  himself  the  “son  of  Hil-zikkar-iskun , king  of 
Babylon,"  who  may  possibly  have  been  the  “ chief  Chaldatan  ” 6aid  by 
Berosus  to  have  watched  over  the  kingdom  between  the  death  of  Nabo- 
polassar  and  the  return  of  Nebuchadnezzar  from  Egypt.  Considerable 
remains  have  been  found  of  a palace  which  Neriglissar  built  at  Babylon. 
He  was  probably  advanced  in  life  when  he  ascended  the  throne:  and 
hence  he  held  it  but  four  years,  or  rather  three  years  and  a half ; dying 
a natural  death  in  n.  c.  55G,  and  leaving  the  crown  to  his  son  Laboroso- 
archod,  or  Labossoracus,  who,  though  a mere  boy,  appears  to  have  been 
allowed  quietly  to  assume  the  sceptre.  (Up.  517-18.) 

Laborosoarchod,  the  son  of  Neriglissar,  sat  upon  his  father’s  throne 
but  nine  months.  He  is  said  to  have  given  signs  of  a vicious  disposi- 
tion, and  thereby  to  have  aroused  the  fears  or  provoked  the  resentment 
of  his  friends  and  connections.  A conspiracy  was  formed  against  him 
among  his  courtiers,  and  he  was  put  to  a cruel  death.  The  conspirators 
then  selected  one  of  their  number,  a man  of  no  very  great  eminence  pre- 
viously, and  placed  him  upon  the  vacant  throne.  This  was  Nabouidus, 
or  Nabonadius,  the  last  king,  the  Labynetus  II.  of  Herodotus. 

[By  the  monuments  Nabu-nahit  appears  to  have  been  the  son  of  a cer- 
tain Nabu-  . . -dirba,  who  is  called  “ Rab-Mag,”  like  Neriglissar,  and 
who  was  therefore  a person  of  considerable  official  rank.  There  are  two 
distinct  forms  of  this  prince’s  name,  both  in  classical  writers  and  in  the 
inscriptions.  In  the  latter  his  name  is  ordinarily  Nabu-nit,  or,  as  it  is 
now  read,  Nabu-nahit,  but  sometimes  the  form  Nabu-imduk  or  Nabu- 
induh  is  used.  The  classical  writers  express  the  former  by  Nabouidus, 
Nabonadius,  Nabonnedus,  or  (as  Herodotus)  by  Labynetus : the  latter 
may  be  traced  in  the  Nabannidochus  of  Abydenus  (Fr.  9),  and  the  Na- 
boandelus  (Naboandechus?)  of  Josephus  (Ant.  Jutl.  x.  11,  § 2).  Nabu- 
nahit  is  the  Semitic  or  Assyrian,  and  Nabu-indult  the  Ilamite  or  Baby- 
lonian form.  The  one  is  a mere  translation  of  the  other,  and  the  two 
forms  arc  used  indifferently.  The  meaning  is,  “Nebo  blesses,”  or  “makes 
prosperous."  II.  C.  R.] 

The  accession  of  Nabonadius  ( Nabu-nit  or  Nabu-nahit),  b.  c.  555,  • 
nearly  synchronises  with  the  commencement  of  the  war  between  Cyrus 
and  Croesus.  It  was  probably  in  the  very  first  year  of  his  reign  that  the 
ambassadors  of  the  Lydian  king  arrived  with  their  proposals  for  a grand 
confederation  [in  which  Egypt  also  was  included]  against  the  power 
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which  was  felt  to  threaten  the  independence  of  all  its  neighbours.  The 
Babylonian  prince  entered  readily  into  the  scheme.  He  was,  to  all 
appearance,  sufficiently  awake  to  his  own  danger.  Already  were  those 
remarkable  works  in  course  of  construction,  which  being  attributed  by 
Herodotus  to  a queen,  Nitocris  — the  mother,  according  to  him,  of  the 
last  Babylonian  monarch,  — have  handed  her  name  down  to  all  later 
ages.  These  defences,  which  Herodotus  speaks  of  as  constructed  against 
the  Medes,  were  probably  made  really  against  Cyrus,  who,  upon  his  con- 
quest of  the  Median  empire,  appears  to  have  fixed  his  residence  at  Agba- 
tann,  from  which  quarter  it  was  that  he  afterwards  marched  upon 
Babylon.  They  belong,  in  part  at  least,  to  the  reign  of  Nabonadius,  ns 
is  evident  both  from  a statement  of  the  native  historian,  and  from  the 
testimony  of  the  inscriptions.  The  river  walls,  one  of  the  chief  defensive 
works  which  Herodotus  ascribes  to  his  Nitocris,  are  distinctly  assigned 
by  Berosua  to  Nabu-nahit;  and  the  bricks  which  compose  them,  one  and 
all,  bear  upon  them  the  name  of  that  monarch.  Herodotus  (Mr.  Raw- 
linson  observes  in  a note)  distinctly  connects  liis  Nitocris  with  his  second 
Labynetus,  and  only  indistinctly  with  any  former  king.  Perhaps  he 
regarded  her  as  at  once  the  wife  of  his  first  Labynetus  (Nebuchad- 
nezzar ?)  and  the  mother  of  bis  second  (Nabu-nahit);  but  she  can  scarcely 
in  truth  have  filled  both  these  positions. 

Of  the  other  defensive  works  ascribed  to  Nitocris  — the  winding 
channel  dug  for  the  Euphrates  at  some  distance  above  Babylon,  and  the 
contrivance  for  laying  under  water  the  whole  tract  of  land  towards  the 
north  and  west  of  the  city  — no  traces  appear  to  remain ; and  it  seems 
certain  that  the  description  which  Herodotus  gives  of  them  is  at  least 
greatly  exaggerated.  Still  we  may  gather  from  his  narrative  that,  be- 
sides improving  the  fortifications  of  the  city  itself,  Labynetus  endea- 
voured to  obstruct  the  advance  of  an  enemy  towards  Babylon  by 
hydraulic  works  resembling  those  of  which  so  important  a use  has  fre- 
quently been  made  in  the  Low  Countries.  . . . (Pp.  520-1.) 

The  “ Median  wall"  of  Xenophon  may  have  been  in  reality  only  a 
portion  of  the  old  wall  of  Babylon  itself,  which  had  been  broken  down 
in  places,  and  had  been  suffered  to  fall  into  decay  by  the  Persians. 

But  the  rapid  movements  of  Cyrus  disconcerted  all  [the  calculations  of 
Croesus].  Sardis  was  taken,  Crtesus  himself  was  a prisoner,  and  the 
Persian  empire  was  extended  to  the  -Egean  [before  any  of  his  allies 
could  come  up]  ; and  nothing  then  remained  for  Nabonadius  but  to  set 
to  work  with  fresh  vigour  at  his  defences.  It  was  then  perhaps  that  he 
began  to  lay  in  those  stores  of  provisions  "for  many  years”  which  are 
mentioned  by  Herodotus  as  accumulated  in  Babylon  when,  8 years 
after  the  capture  of  Sardis  (n.  c.  547— 539=8,  or,  according  to  Mr. 
Rawlinson,  b.c.  554 — 539=15  years  after  it),  its  siege  took  place. 

The  preservation  of  the  capital  seems  to  have  been  all  that  was 
attempted  by  the  Babylonians.  This  is  evidenced  by  the  nature  of  the 
defences  constructed  at  this  period,  and  still  more  by  the  care  taken  to 
provision  the  city  for  the  siege.  It  was  probably  hoped  that  the  enormous 
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height  and  thickness  of  the  walls  would  baffle  the  besiegers,  and  that  the 
corn  laid  up  in  store  and  the  extent  of  arable  land  within  the  defences 
would  render  a reduction  by  blockade  impracticable.  When  Cyrus  after 
8 years  (Mr.  ltawlinson  makes  it  15)  ap[>earcd  before  the  walls,  a single 
battle  was  fought,  and  the  Babylonians  being  defeated  retired  within 
their  defences,  and  thought  to  defy  their  enemy.  We  are  not  informed 
how  long  the  siege  lasted,  but  no  second  elfort  seems  to  have  been  made 
to  drive  away  the  assailants. 

After  a time  Cyrus  put  in  execution  the  stratagem  which,  as  it  may  be 
inferred  from  his  experiment  upon  the  Gyndes  (the  Diyala),  he  had 
resolved  to  practise  before  he  left  Ecbatana.  The  exact  mode  by  which 
he  drained  the  stream  of  the  Euphrates  is  uncertain  ; but  both  Herodotus 
and  Xenophon  agree  that  he  entered  the  city  by  its  channel,  and  that  he 
waited  for  a general  festival  before  turning  the  stream.  If  the  sinking 
of  the  water  had  only  been  observed,  the  city  water-gates  might  have 
been  closed,  and  his  army  would  have  been  caught  as  “ in  a trap." 

The  city  was  taken  at  the  extremities  long  before  the  inhabitants  of  the 
central  parts  suspected  their  danger.  Then  it  may  well  be  that  “ one  post 
ran  to  meet  nnother,  and  one  messenger  ran  to  meet  another,  to  show  the 
king  of  Babylon  that  his  city  was  taken  at  one  end.”  According  to 
Berosus  indeed  Nabonadius  was  not  in  Babylon,  but  at  Borsippa,  at  the 
time  when  Babylon  was  taken,  having  fled  [thither]  when  his  army  was 

defeated He  seems,  however,  to  have  left  in  Babylon ...  his  son,  whom 

a few  years  previously  he  had  associated  with  himself  in  the  government. 
This  prince,  whose  name  is  read  as  Bil-»hur-uzur, . . .may  be  identified 
with  the  Belshazzar  of  Daniet. . . .Belshazzar,  who  was  probably  a mere 
youth, ....  neglected  the  duty  of  watching  the  enemy,  and  gave  himself 
up  to  enjoyment.  The  feast  of  which  we  read  in  Daniel . . . may  have 
been  in  part  a religious  festivity,  but  it  indicates  nevertheless  the  self- 
indulgent  temper  of  the  king,  who  could  give  himself  so  entirely  up  to 
merriment  at  such  a time.  While  the  king  and  his  “ thousand  nobles" 
drank  wine  out  of  the  sacred  vessels  of  the  Jews,  the  Persian  archers 
entered  the  city,  and  a scene  of  carnage  ensued.  “ In  that  night  was 
Belshazzar  slain.”  Amid  the  confusion  and  the  darkness,  the  young 
prince,  probably  unrecognised  by  the  soldiery,  who  would  have  respected 
his  rank  had  they  perceived  it,  was  struck  down  by  an  unknown  hand, 
and  lost  his  life  with  his  kingdom. 

[A  difficulty  still  stands]  in  the  way  of  this  identification,  which  (if 
accepted)  solves  one  of  the  most  intricate  problems  of  ancient  history. 
[It]  is  the  relationship  in  which  the  Belshazzar  of  Scripture  stands  to 
Nebuchadnezzar,  which  is  throughout  represented  as  that  of  ton  (Dan.  v. 
2,  11,  13,  18,  &c.). . . .It  may  be  remarked  that  although  Nabonadius  was 
not  a descendant,  or  indeed  any  relation  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  Belshazzar 
may  have  been,  and  very  probably  was.  Nabu-nahit,  on  seizing  the 
supreme  power,  would  naturally  seek  to  strengthen  his  position  by 
marriage  with  a daughter  of  the  great  king,  whose  son,  son-in-law,  and 
grandson  had  successively  held  the  throne.  lie  may  have  taken  to  wife 
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Neriglissar's  widow,  or  lie  may  have  married  some  other  daughter  of 
Nebuchadnezzar.  Belshazzar  may  thus  have  been  grandson  of  Nebu- 
chadnezzar on  the  mother's  side.  It  is  some  confirmation  of  these  pro- 
babilities or  possibilities  to  find  that  the  name  of  Nebuchadnezzar  wa3 
used  as  a family  name  by  Nabu-nahit.  He  must  certainly  have  had  a 
son  to  whom  he  gave  that  appellation,  or  it  would  not  have  been  assumed 
by  two  pretenders  in  succession,  who  sought  to  personate  the  legitimate 
heir  of  the  Babylonian  throne. 

Cyrus,  then,  having  given  orders  to  ruin  the  defences  of  the  city,  pro- 
ceeded to  the  attack  of  Borsippa,  where  Nabonadius... at  once  surren- 
dered himself.  Cyrus ...  assigned  [him  Carmania  for  his  residence].... 
Here,  according  to  Bcrosus,  he  ended  his  days  in  peace.  Abydenus, 
however,  states  that  he  gave  offence  to  Darius,  who  deprived  him  of  his 
possessions,  and  forced  him  to  quit  Carmania. 

It  is  possible  that  Nabonadius  was  involved  in  one  of  those  revolts  of 
Babylon  from  Darius,  where  his  name  was  certainly  made  use  of  to  stir 
the  people  to  rebellion. ...Twice  at  least  in  the  reign  of  that  monarch  a 
claimant  to  the  Babylonian  crown  came  forward  with  the  declaration,  “I 
am  Nebuchadnezzar,  the  son  of  Nabonadius.” 

With  regard  to  the  Median  and  Persian  kings  who  may 
have  been  mentioned  by  Berosus,  there  is  but  little  in  the 
way  of  recent  discoveries  which  needs  any  special  notice : — 

Mr.  Rnwlinson  mentions  no  Median  inscriptions;  and  he  supposes  that  of 
the  four  royal  names  given  by  Herodotus  the  last,  that  of  Astyages  (As- 
da-hog),  is  merely  a title,  signifying  the  “ Biting  Snake,"  so  that  the  true 
name  of  the  son  and  successor  of  Cyaxarcs  is  unknown.  And  he  sup- 
poses the  first  name,  Deioces  ( Dahag ),  to  be  identical  with  the  last  element 
in  Astyages,  and  so  unhistoricnl.  The  second,  Phraortes,  he  admits  is  a 
true  Median  name,  which  appears  in  the  form  Phratcartish  in  the  Be- 
histun  inscription  of  Darius  Ilystaspes...  .But  he  supposes  that  the 
Phraortes  of  whom  Herodotus  heard  was  a fabulous  person  made  out  of 
the  same  Median  pretender  who  is  named  by  Darius : and  he  observes 
that  this  later  Phratcartish,  according  to  the  inscription,  rested  his  claims 
not  on  being  descended  from  Deioces,  but  from  Cyaxares;  with  which  he 
connects  some  lines  of  zRsehylus,  who  seems  to  reckon  Cyrus  as  third 
from  the  first  Median  commander  and  king.  On  this  view  that  Median 
revolt  and  establishment  of  independence,  or  at  least  that  commencement 
of  the  rule  of  Deioces,  which  Herodotus  puts  in  n.c.  708  or  709,  and  that 
commencement  of  a Median  empire,  or  at  least  of  Median  independence, 
which  he  puts  22  years  later,  in  n.  c.  C86  or  687,  can  have  had  no  exist- 
ence ; and,  instead  of  there  being  a Scythian  inroad  and  dominion  during 
28  years,  Mr.  Rawlinson  supposes  that  Cynxares  and  his  Medes  were 
themselves  rather  the  immigrant  invaders,  who  warred  upon  and  dis- 
placed the  remains  of  nn  older  Scythic  population. 

In  the  great  Bchistun  inscription,  which  is  trilingual,  in  the  ancient 
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Persian,  the  Babylonian,  ami  the  Scythic  languages,  and  the  Persian 
words  of  which  together  with  an  English  version  are  given  at  the  end 
of  vol.  ii.  of  Mr.  Hawlinson's  Herodotus,  Darius  Ilystaspes  has  recorded 
many  of  the  acts  of  his  reign  : — 

Ho  traces  himself  up  through  “ Ilystaspes,  Arsames,  Ariaramnes,  and 
Teispes  to  Achoemenes and  says  that  “ eight  of  that  race  had  been 
kings  before  him.”  lie  enumerates  his  provinces,  “ xxiii  in  all,”  which 
have  come  to  him  by  the  grace  of  Ormuzd,  viz.,  Persia,  Susiana, 
Babylouia,  Assyria,  Arabia,  Egypt,  the  Islands,  Sapnrda,  Ionia,  Media, 
Armenia,  Cappadocia,  I’arthia,  Zarangia,  Aria,  Chorasmia,  Bactria, 
Sogdiana,  Gandaria,  the  Sucre,  Saltagydia,  Arachotia,  and  Mecia ; in 
all  xxiii  provinces. 

Of  the  false  Smerdis  Darius  relates  to  the  following  effect : — “Cam- 
byscs,  son  of  Cyrus  of  our  race,  reigned  before  me.  He  had  a brother, 
named  Bardes,  born  from  the  same  mother  and  the  same  father  with 
himself.  Cambyses  slew  him;  but  the  people  knew  not  at  the  time  that 
Bardes  had  been  slain.  Afterwards,  when  Cambyses  had  proceeded  to 
Egypt,  the  state  became  wicked.  Then  the  lie  became  abounding  in  the 
land,  both  in  Persia  and  in  Media,  and  in  the  other  provinces.  Aftcr- 
waids  there  was  a certain  Magian  named  Gomates,  sprung  from  Pissia- 
cliada,  from  the  mountain  called  Aracadres.  On  the  14th  of  the  month 
Vayakhna  he  arose.  He  spoke  thus,  lying,  to  the  state:  ‘I  am  Bardes, 
the  son  of  Cyrus,  the  brother  of  Cambyses.’  Then  the  whole  state  re- 
volted, and  went  over  to  him  from  Cambyses,  both  Persia,  and  Media, 
and  the  other  provinces.  He  seized  the  empire.  He  seized  it  on  the 
9th  day  of  the  month  Gnrmapada.  Afterwards  Cambyses  . . . died. 
The  empire  of  which  Gomates  the  Magian  dispossessed  Cambyses  had 
from  olden  time  been  in  our  family  ....  There  was  not  a m in,  neither 
Persian  nor  Median,  nor  any  one  of  our  family,  who  would  dispossess 
that  Gomates  the  Magian  of  the  crown.  The  state  feared  him  exceed- 
ingly. He  slew  many  people  who  had  known  the  true  Bardes,  [saying 
within  himself]  ‘ lest  they  should  recognise  me,  that  I am  not  Bardes  the 
son  of  Cyrus.’  No  one  dared  to  say  anything  concerning  Gomates  the 
Magian  until  I arrived.  Then  I prayed  to  Ormuzd.  Ormuzd  helped 
me.  On  the  10th  day  of  the  month  Bagayadish,  with  my  faithful  men, 
I slew  that  Gomates  the  Magian  and  his  chief  followers.  I slew  him  in 
the  fortress  named  Sictachotcs  in  the  district  of  Meilia  called  Nisrea.  By 
the  grace  of  Ormuzd  I became  king.  Ormuzd  granted  me  the  sceptre. 
The  empire  which  had  been  taken  away  from  our  family  I recovered. 
As  it  was  before  so  I re-established  it.  The  temples  which  Gomates  the 
Magian  had  destroyed  I rebuilt.  The  sacred  offices  of  the  state,  both 
the  religious  chaunts  and  the  worship,  (I  restored)  to  the  people,  which 
Gomates  the  Magian  had  deprived  them  of.  As  things  were  before  so  I 
re-established  them,  by  the  grace  of  Ormuzd,  so  that  Gomates  the  Magian 
should  not  supersede  our  family." 

Then  he  proceeds  to  mention  the  numerous  revolts  which  he  put  down, 
especially  the  two  revolts  of  Babylon,  the  first  caused  by  Nidintabelus,  a 
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Babylonian,  who  called  himself  Nabochodrossor  the  son  of  Nabonidus, 
the  second  caused  by  an  Armenian  named  Arneus,  son  of  Handitis,  who 
was  by  origin  from  a district  of  Babylonia  called  Dobana,  and  who,  like 
Nidintabelus,  pretended  to  be  Nabochodrossor,  son  of  Nabonidus.  On 
the  former  occasion  Darius  himself,  after  several  battles,  had  taken 
Babylon  and  slain  Nidintabelus;  but  against  Arneus  he  sent  a com- 
mander named  Intaphres,  a Mode,  who  took  Babylon  and  (ns  it  seems) 
slew  the  pretender. 

In  the  4th  column  Darius  recapitulates  thus:  “ This  is  what  I have 
done.  By  the  grace  of  Ormuzd  I have  accomplished  the  whole.  After 
that  the  kings  rebelled  against  me,  I fought  19  battles.  By  the  grace  of 
Ormuzd  I smote  them,  and  took  9 kings  (prisoners).  One  was  Gomntes 
a Magian.  He  lied,  saying,  ‘I  am  Bardes  the  son  ofCyrus.’  He  caused 
Persia  to  revolt.  Another  was  Atrines  a Susiar.ian.  He  lied,  saying, 
• I am  the  king  of  Susiana.’  He  caused  Susiana  to  revolt  from  me. 
Another  was  Nidintabelus  a Babylonian.  He  lied,  saying,  1 1 am  Na- 
bochodrossor  the  son  of  Nabonidus.’  He  caused  Babylon  to  revolt. 
Another  was  Martes  a Persian.  He  lied,  saying,  ‘ I am  Imanes  the  king 
of  Susiana.’  He  caused  Susiana  to  revolt.  Another  was  Phraortes  a 
Mede.'  He  lied,  saying, ‘I  am  Xathrites  of  the  race  of  Cyaxares.’  He 
caused  Media  to  revolt.  Another  was  Sitrantachmes  a Sagartian.  He 
lied,  saying,  ‘I  am  the  king  of  Sagartia,  of  the  race  of  Cyaxares.’ 
He  caused  Sagartia  to  revolt.  Another  was  Phrantes  a Margian.  He 
lied,  saying,  ‘ I am  king  of  Margiana.’  He  caused  Margiana  to  revolt. 
Another  was  Veisdates  a Persian.  He  lied,  saying,  ‘ I am  Bardes  the 
son  of  Cyrus.’  He  caused  Persia  to  revolt.  Another  was  Aracus  an 
Armenian.  He  lied,  saying,  ‘ I am  Nabochodrossor  the  son  of  Nabo- 
nidus.’ He  caused  Babylon  to  revolt.  . . . These  9 kings  have  1 taken 
in  these  battles. 

“ These  are  the  provinces  which  rebelled.  The  god  Ormuzd  created 
lies  that  they  should  deceive  the  people.  Afterwards  the  god  Ormuzd 
gave  the  people  into  my  hand.  As  I desired,  so  the  god  Ormuzd  [did]. 
Savs  Darius  the  king  [these  words  introduce  every  paragraph]  : Thou 
who  mayest  be  king  hereafter,  keep  thyself  entirely  from  lies.  The  man 
who  may  be  a liar,  him  destroy  utterly.  If  thou  shalt  thus  observe,  my 
country  shall  remain  in  its  integrity 

“ What  by  the  grace  of  Ormuzd  I have  done  besides  (and  I have  done 
much)  1 have  not  inscribed  on  this  tablet.  For  this  cause  I have  not  in- 
scribed it,  lest  he  who  may  hereafter  peruse  this  tablet  should  think  the 
many  deeds  that  have  been  done  by  me  elsewhere  to  be  falsely  recorded.” 
. . . And  he  warns  his  successors  not  to  conceal  but  to  publish  the  con- 
tents of  this  manifesto;  nor  to  deface  the  inscription  itself,  adding  bless- 
ings and  imprecations.  He  says,  that  “by  the  grace  of  Ormuzd  I have 
accomplished  everything.  Ormuzd  helped  me,  and  the  other  gods  which 
are"  Another  paragraph  is  the  following  : — 

“ Says  Darius  the  king : These  are  the  men  who  alone  were  there 
when  I slew  Gomates  the  Magian,  who  was  called  Bardes.  These  tnen 
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alone  laboured  in  my  service : Intaphernes  the  son  of  Ye'ispares,  a 
Persian  ; Otanes  the  son  of  Socris,  a Persian  ; Gobryas  the  son  of  Mar- 
donius,  a Persian  ; Hydarnes  the  son  of  Megabignes,  a Persian  ; Mega- 
byzus  the  son  of  Dndols,  a Persian ; ArdomaDes  the  son  of  Basuses,  a 
Persian.” 

In  Col.  v.  of  the  Inscription,  which  is  very  imperfect,  the  king  speaks 
of  a revolt  in  Susiana.  “ This  province  revolted  against  me.  The 

Susianians  made  a man  named imimus  their  chief.  Then 

I sent  troops  to  Susiana.  Gobryas  a Persian,  one  of  my  subjects,  I 
appointed  to  be  their  leader.  Then  that  Gobryas  with  the  troops  went 
to  Susiana.  He  fought  a battle  with  the  rebels  ....  seized  and 
brought  to  me  [their  chief]  . . . there  I slew  him.” 

After  this  he  mentions  his  putting  down  and  slaying  one  Sacuces  in 
Sacia.  What  follows  is  too  imperfect  to  be  made  out. 

Behistun,  as  Mr.  Kawlinson  informs  his  readers,  is  situated  on  the 
western  frontier  of  the  ancient  Media,  upon  the  road  from  Babylon  to 
the  southern  Kcbatana,  the  great  thoroughfare  between  the  eastern  and 
the  western  provinces  of  ancient  Persia.  The  precipitous  rock,  1700  feet 
high,  on  which  the  writing  is  inscribed,  forms  a portion  of  the  great 
chain  of  Zagros,  which  separates  the  high  plateau  of  Iran  from  the  vast 
plain  watered  by  the  Tigris  and  Euphrates.  The  inscription  is  engraved 
at  the  height  of  300  feet  from  the  base  of  the  rock,  and  can  only  be 
reached  with  much  difficulty.  . . . Col.  Rawlinson  gathers  from  the 

monument  itself  that  it  was  executed  in  the  5th  year  of  the  reign  of 
Darius,  n.c.  516  [517]. 

Besides  this  monument  of  Darius  Mr.  Rawlinson  mentions  the  tomb 
of  Cyrus,  at  Murg-aub  (Pasargadm),  with  the  inscription,  several  times 
repeated,  both  in  Persian  and  in  the  so-called  Median ; “ I am  Cyrus,  the 
king,  the  Aclucmeninn  ” (Herod,  vol.  i.  p.  351);  also  an  inscription  of 
Artaxerxcs  Mnemon,  discovered  at  Susa;  and  another  of  Artaxerxes 
Ochus.  In  Egypt  inscriptions,  mostly  on  small  objects,  have  been  found 
with  the  names  of  Persian  kings,  as  Darius,  Xerxes,  and  Artaxerxes, 
both  in  the  cuneiform  and  the  hieroglyphic  characters. 

The  reader  has  now  before  him  the  means  of  judging  how 
far  light  has  been  thrown  by  recent  discoveries  on  the  dynas- 
ties of  Berosus.  It  is,  however,  to  be  borne  in  mind  that 
the  study  of  the  old  Babylonian,  Assyrian,  and  Persian 
languages,  and  of  the  cuneiform  character  used  in  their  in- 
scriptions, is  as  yet  only  in  its  infancy,  so  that  much  addi- 
tional information  may  still  be  obtainable. 

Lastly,  as  a conclusion  to  this  Appendix,  some  remarks 
shall  be  offered  on  two  points  on  which  the  Assyrian  inscrip- 
tions seem  to  be  at  variance  either  with  the  received  text  of 
the  Sacred  Scriptures,  or  with  inferences  arising  naturally 
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from  the  consideration  of  certain  statements  of  Herodotus 
and  Berosus,  as  well  as  of  other  authors,  both  sacred  and 
profane. 

The  first  of  these  points  is  the  difficulty  created  by  the 
annals  of  Sargon  and  Sennacherib,  in  conjunction  with  the 
dates  of  the  Astronomical  Canon,  as  to  the  synchronism  of 
some  one  year,  or  of  some  two  separate  years,  of  the  reign 
of  Hezekiah  with  the  two  attacks  made  upon  him  by  Sen- 
nacherib ; for  two  distinct  attacks,  whether  immediately  con- 
secutive or  separated  by  an  interval  of  one  or  more  years, 
are  recorded  by  the  sacred  narrative  in  4 Kings  (ch.  xviii. 
v.  13  to  16,  and  v.  17  of  the  same  to  v.  36  of  ch.  xix.).  If 
there  was  an  interval,  it  is  clear  that  on  both  occasions  alike 
the  arms  of  the  Assyrians  were  directed  principally  against 
the  power  of  Egypt,  and  against  Ilezekiah  only  secondarily, 
in  consequence  of  his  open  or  suspected  defection.  It  is 
clear,  stoo,  that  the  account  given  of  the  first  attack  ends 
with  the  mention  of  the  city  of  Lachish,  and  that  the  account 
of  the  second  attack  begins  with  another  mention  of  the  same 
place.  On  the  first  occasion,  after  taking  the  fenced  cities  of 
Judah,  and  beleaguering  Jerusalem  with  mounds  and  towers, 
Sennacherib  had  moved  on  himself  to  Lachish,  and  it  was 
thither  that  Hezekiah  sent  to  him  to  make  his  definitive  sub- 
mission ; after  theacceptance  of  which  the  siege  of  Lachish, 
as  one  must  suppose,  was  no  longer  pressed.  And  on  the 
second  occasion  Sennacherib  is  cither  still  before  Lachish, 
or  he  has  returned  thither  again,  and  has  again  invested  it, 
when  he  sends  from  thence  a detachment  of  his  army  under 
Tartan  and  Rabshakeh  to  threaten  Jerusalem.  On  their 
return  he  has  already,  as  it  seems,  taken  Lachish,  and  is 
besieging  Libuah  (which  he  seems  also  to  have  taken),  from 
whence,  on  hearing  of  the  advance  of  the  Ethiopians  and 
Egyptians,  he  sends  a letter  full  of  fresh  menaces  to  Heze- 
kiah. There  is  something  certainly  in  this  relation  to  favour 
the  idea  that  the  two  attacks  were  immediately  consecutive. 
But,  on  the  other  hand,  when  Hezekiah  had  only  just  sub- 
mitted, or  rather  was  in  the  very  act  of  submitting  himself, 
consenting  to  pay  the  fine  and  the  tribute  imposed  upon  him, 
and  adding  large  gifts  besides,  it  is  highly  improbable  that 
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Sennacherib,  who  was  thus  set  free  to  prosecute  the  war  to- 
wards the  frontier  of  Egypt,  should  immediately — as  if  his 
only  object  was  to  have  an  enemy  instead  of  a vassal  in  his 
rear — send  back  part  of  his  army  to  renew  hostilities  against 
Jerusalem  ; or  that  Ilezekiah  should,  immediately  after  sub- 
mitting and  exhausting  himself,  be  found  to  be  purposing  a 
fresh  revolt.  One  cannot  but  think  that  some  short  time — 
a year  or  two  at  the  least — must  have  intervened.  And 
when  one  goes  on  to  read  of  the  embassy  of  Merodach- 
Baladan,  and  the  way  in  which  it  was  received  at  Jerusalem, 
it  is  natural  to  suspect  that  this,  on  becoming  known,  gave 
umbrage  to  Sennacherib,  and  that  it  was  then  in  truth  that 
Ilezekiah  listened  to  proposals  engaging  him  to  a fresh  de- 
fection, in  which  he  should  be  assisted  at  once  both  by 
Babylon  and  by  Egypt.  If  so,  it  would  follow,  of  course, 
that  so  soon  as  Babylon  was  reduced,  which  was  in  n.C. 
709  (unless  there  was  something  pressing  in  other  quarters 
which  caused  delay),  the  whole  power  of  the  Assyrians 
would  be  again  directed  against  Judaea  and  Egypt.  And 
then  it  was  that  Sennacherib  once  more  besieged,  and  this 
time  took,  Lachish,  while  a detachment  of  his  army  ineffec- 
tually threatened  Jerusalem.  But  now  the  accession  of 
Sennacherib  seems  to  be  fixed  by  his  annals,  taken  in  con- 
nection with  the  Canon,  to  B.c.  702;  so  that  his  1st  year 
should  be  the  (b.c.  726 — 702=) 25th  of  Ilezekiah;  and  his 
first  attack  upon  Judaea,  after  which  Ilezekiah  submitted, 
and  paid  “30  talents  of  gold”  besides  other  tribute,  is  fixed 
to  the  3rd  year  of  Sennacherib,  which  should  be  the  27th  of 
Ilezekiah.  Mr.  Iiawlinson,  therefore,  would  read  in  4 Kings 
(xviii.  v.  13)  “ the  27th”  instead  of  “ the  14th”  year  of  Ileze- 
kiah; and  he  supposes  that  the  second  attack  and  the  miracu- 
lous destruction  of  the  Assyrian  army  may  have  been  only  one, 
or  at  most  two  years,  later.  But  against  this  expedient  it 
seems  a sufficient  objection,  that  the  sign  given  by  God  to 
Ilezekiah  and  his  subjects  at  the  time  of  their  deliverance 
implies  that  Ilezekiah  would  live  at  least  two  years  longer. 
“ And  this,”  it  is  said,  “ shall  be  a sign  unto  thee  : ye  shall 
cat  this  year  such  things  as  grow  of  themselves,  and  in  the 
second  year  that  which  springeth  of  the  same;  and  in 
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the  third  year  sow  ye  and  reap,  and  plant  vineyards, 
and  cat  the  fruits  thereof.”  (4  Kings,  xix.  29.)  But  if 
the  first  attack  of  Sennacherib  was  in  the  27th  year  of 
Hezekiah,  and  his  second  even  so  much  as  one  year  later,  it 
would  still  be  in  Hezckiah’s  28th,  and  there  would  remain 
only  one  year  to  his  death,  for  he  reigned  in  all  only  29 
years.  Dr.  Ilincks,  indeed,  who  was  the  first  author  of  the 
suggestion  which  Sir  Henry  Kawlinson  and  his  brother 
have  in  part  adopted,  makes  the  first  attack  of  Sennacherib, 
in  his  3rd  year,  to  have  been  in  the  26th,  not  the  27th,  of 
Hezekiah ; and  the  second  attack,  in  common  with  them, 
he  makes  to  have  been  one  or  two  years  later,  so  as  to  leave 
room,  though  only  barely,  for  the  three  years  of  the  sign 
given  by  Isaiah.  And  thus  much  may,  indeed,  be  admitted, 
that  the  actual  reign  of  Sennacherib  after  his  father’s  death 
may  have  begun  a little  before  the  end  of  B.  C.  703,  though  the 
actual  reign  of  Belibus,  whom  in  his  first  year,  and  after  his 
first  campaign,  he  set  over  Babylon,  must  have  begun  at 
some  date  after — it  may  be  even  many  months  after — 
Thoth  1 (then  at  Feb.  15),  in  n.  C.  702.  But  even  if  it 
be  allowed  that  Sennacherib’s  first  attack  was  a little  before 
the  end  of  Ilezekiah’s  26th  year,  the  objection  is  rather 
palliated  than  fully  met.  And,  besides,  the  2nd  Book 
of  Chronicles  (cb.  xxxii.  v.  25)  seems  to  tax  Hezekiah  in 
respect  of  his  behaviour  to  the  Babylonian  embassy,  as 
if  this  were  after  his  great  deliverance,  saying  that  “ he 
rendered  not  again  according  to  the  benefit  done  to  him;” 
though  this,  it  is  true,  may  possibly  refer  only  to  his 
recovery,  and  to  the  promise  added  for  the  future,  that 
God  would  defend  Jerusalem  from  the  king  of  Assyria. 
Ana  the  same  Book  of  Chronicles  seems  to  imply  that  Heze- 
kiah lived  on  for  some  time  after  his  deliverance  from  Sen- 
nacherib, and  was  honoured  on  account  of  it  (ib.  vv.  22,  23). 
It  is  not,  indeed,  easy  to  see  how  any  single  change  in  the 
text  of  the  Scriptures  can  either  altogether  remove  the 
existing  difficulty,  or  avoid  creating  some  fresh  difficulty  in 
addition.  And,  further,  as  regards  the  later  chronology  re- 
sulting partly  from  that  expedient  which  Sir  Henry  Kaw- 
linson and  his  brother  have  followed,  and  partly  from  their 
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identification  of  Esar-haddon  with  Asaradinus  of  the  Canon, 
— even  if  we  set  aside  the  Jewish  reigns  (which  they  seem 
to  regard  as  uncertain),  and  compare  it  only  with  the  chro- 
nology of  the  Egyptian  lists,  — we  find  the  accession  of 
Esar-haddon  (Assh  ur-akh-hadin  of  the  inscriptions,  Assara- 
e/ioddas  in  one  place  of  Josephus,  Ant.  xii.  6,  where  lie  ought 
to  be  following  Berosus)  set  at  b.  c.  680,  three  years  below  the 
date  indicated  by  the  Egyptian  lists  for  the  death  of  Tirhakah. 
And  we  find  the  accession  of  Asshur-bani-pal,  the  successor 
of  Esar-haddon,  set  at  B.  c.  607,  only  four  years  above  the 
accession  of  Psammetichus  I. ; whereas  the  annals  of  Asshur- 
bani-pal  show  that,  during  at  least  the  first  four  years  of  his 
reign,  he  was  contending  with  Tirhakah  (“  Turku”)  for  the 
sovereignty  of  Lower  Egypt.  And  Tirhakah  must  have 
lived  on  still  longer,  since  he  was  left  at  last  in  undisputed 
possession,  and  slew  Necho,  the  father  of  Psammetichus, 
after  the  events  related  in  the  Assyrian  annals.  So  it  seems 
that  Mr.  Ilawlinson’s  dates  are  too  low,  by  about  the  space 
of  one  reign,  to  suit  their  Egyptian  synchronisms.  At  the 
same  time,  it  is  true  that  the  date  B.  C.  683  is  only  indicated 
by  the  Egyptian  Chronicles,  not  distinctly  assigned  by  them, 
for  the  death  of  Tirhakah.  And  it  is  possible  that  Manetho’s 
date,  B.C.  683,  may  be  without  any  historical  meaning, 
and  that  Tirhakah  may  have  reigned  in  all  51  years,  to  the 
accession  of  Psammetichus  I,,  in  B.c.  663.  If  this  were  so, 
the  reign  of  50  years  ascribed  by  Herodotus  to  the  Ethio- 
pian Sabaco  would  cover  an  allusion  to  the  real  length  of 
the  reign  of  Tirhakah.  Whatever  be  the  true  solution  of  the 
difficulty  respecting  the  synchronisms  in  the  reigns  of  He- 
zekiah  and  Sennacherib,  it  can  scarcely  be  made  out  to  a 
certainty  without  the  help  of  some  fresh  discoveries.  But, 
in  the  mean  time,  that  one  may  suggest  something — though 
it  be  but  a mere  guess,  and  perhaps  already  open  to  refuta- 
tion— it  may  be  conceived  that  Sennacherib  (as  has  been 
suggested  above  at  p.  982)  was  associated  in  the  throne  by 
Sargon,  so  that  he  had  two  accessions,  one  from  his  associa- 
tion, perhaps  in  B.C.  715,  the  other  from  the  death  of  his 
father  in  B.c.  702  ; and  that  while  his  own  annals,  inscribed 
in  his  palace  at  Nineveh,  began  from  the  death  of  his  father, 
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and  gave  him  a reign  perhaps  of  only  (u. C.  702  — 693=)  9 
full  years,  that  “ 22nd  year  ” of  his  reign  which,  according  to 
Mr.  Ilawlinson,  has  been  found  marked  on  one  clay  tablet, 
may  have  been  reckoned  from  bis  earlier  accession.  Thus 
he  may  really  have  reduced  the  fenced  cities  of  Judah,  and 
may  have  taken  tribute  from  Hezekiah,  in  the  14th  year  of 
that  king,  which  was  his  own  3rd  year  from  his  first  acces- 
sion, his  father  Sargon  being  then  still  living,  and  even,  as 
it  seems,  being  himself  in  Palestine  in  the  same  year.  In- 
deed, in  the  Book  of  Chronicles,  in  relating  the  precautions 
taken  by  Hezekiah  at  this  very  time,  the  ki/igs  of  Assyria 
are  spoken  of  in  the  plural : “ Why  should  the  kings  of 
Assyria  come  and  find  much  water?”  (2  Chron.  xxxii.  4.) 
And  then,  further,  it  may  be  supposed  that  in  the  annals 
inscribed  in  his  palace,  built  after  the  death  of  his  father, 
Sennacherib  substituted  and  placed,  as  if  in  the  3rd  year 
from  his  last  accession,  an  account  of  his  earlier  successes 
against  Hezekiah,  instead  of  his  later  ignominious  overthrow, 
which  may  have  occurred  as  late  as  B.  c.  700  (though  the 
narrative  in  the  Scriptures  would  lead  one  to  suppose  it 
earlier),  and  which  his  pride  would  naturally  suppress.  On 
this  view  there  would  be  a sort  of  antithetical  parallel  be- 
tween the  narrative  of  the  Scripture  and  that  of  Senna- 
cherib’s inscriptions ; the  Scripture,  according  to  its  own 
purpose  and  spirit,  hastening  to  the  end,  and  drawing  up 
and  consolidating  with  the  events  of  Ilezekiah’s  14th  year 
what  was  done  later,  the  inscriptions,  on  the  contrary,  draw- 
ing down  and  consolidating  with  the  events  of  Sennacherib’s 
3rd  year  from  his  father’s  death  things  which  really  belonged 
to  the  3rd  year  from  his  first  accession  as  associated  with  his 
father.  It  may  be  to  the  purpose  to  observe,  that  the  histo- 
rical inscriptions  of  the  Assyrian  kings  and  their  later  suc- 
cessors, though  called  annals,  do  not  seem  to  specify  with 
any  regularity  the  exact  year  of  the  king  in  which  each 
event  took  place.  Thus,  in  the  great  Behistun  inscription 
of  Darius  Hystaspes,  where  so  many  revolts  and  battles  are 
enumerated  and  described,  though  the  day  of  the  month  is 
occasionally  mentioned,  the  year  of  the  king’s  reign  is  in  no 
single  instance  distinctly  named. 
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Against  the  hypothesis  which  has  now  been  suggested 
Dr.  Hincks  (to  whom,  as  well  as  to  Mr.  Rawlinson,  the 
author’s  thanks  are  due  for  their  kindness  in  replying  to  his 
questions),  objects  that  “ we  have  the  annals  of  Sargon 
during  what  must  have  been  the  14th  year  of  Hczekiah’s 
reign,  and  from  them  it  appears  that  in  this  very  year  he 
was  himself  in  Palestine,  though  no  conquests  f rom  Hezekiah 
are  mentioned:  only  he  took  Ashdod,  and  visited  certain 
mines,  especially  Baal-zephon,  which  may  perhaps  be  identi- 
fiable with  Sarabeit  el  Khadim.”  This  objection  certainly 
has  weight ; but  perhaps  it  is  not  altogether  conclusive. 
For  though  Sargon  took  to  himself  the  conquest  of  Ashdod, 
which  was  reduced  by  one  of  his  own  captains,  it  may  still 
be  possible — if  there  were  at  once  two  associate  kings,  one 
residing  at  Khorsabad,  and  the  other  at  Nineveh — that  the 
IChorsabad  king  left  it  to  his  colleague  to  record  in  his  own 
palace  at  Nineveh  his  own  personal  exploits.  Dr  Hincks, 
however,  besides  making  this  objection,  doubts  as  yet  the 
truth  of  the  assertion  that  Sennacherib  reigned  in  all  more 
than  8 or  9 years.  And  of  course,  if  Sennacherib  reigned 
in  all  only  8 or  9 years,  and  those  from  B.c.  702,  there 
would  be  no  room  for  our  hypothesis,  even  if  it  were  other- 
wise admissible. 

Dr.  Ilincks  himself  would  solve  the  difficulty  by  sup- 
posing that  there  is  a dislocation  and  transposition  in  the 
text  of  4 Kings,  which  originally  stood  thus:  — In  eh. 
xviii.  13,  after  the  words  “Now  in  the  ,14th  year  of  king 
Ilczekiah”  what  followed  was  “ Hezekiah  was  sick  unto 
death,”  with  the  rest  of  what  now  stands  as  ch.  xx.,  the  pro- 
mise at  ver.  6,  alluding  not  to  Sennacherib  but  to  Sargon, 
who  was  in  Palestine  in  that  same  year.  Then,  after  the 
account  of  Ilezekiah’s  sickness,  and  the  embassy  of  Mero- 
dach-Baladan,  that  is,  after  ver.  19  of  ch.  xx.,  he  supposes 
that  the  words  “ In  those  days  ” now  standing  at  the  head  of 
ch.  xx.,  were  followed  by  all  that  now  forms  the  continuation 
of  ch.  xviii.,  beginning  (in  ver.  13)  with  the  words  “did 
Sennacherib  king  of  Assyria  come  up  against  all  the  fenced 
cities  of  Judah,  and  took  them,”  and  so  on  with  the  narrative  of 
his  first  and  of  his  second  attack,  to  the  end  of  ch.  xix. ; after 
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which  would  follow  what  are  now  the  last  two  verses  (20 
and  21)  of  ch.  xx.,  “ And  the  rest  of  the  acts  of  Hezekiah 
. . . are  they  not  written  in  the  book  of  the  Chronicles  of 
the  kings  of  Judah  ? And  Hezekiah  slept  with  his  fathers : 
and  Manasseh  his  son  reigned  in  his  stead.” 

On  this  hypothesis — certainly  a bold  one — we  may  remark, 
first,  that  at  any  rate,  if  it  is  to  be  available,  the  two  attacks 
of  Sennacherib  must  be  supposed  to  have  been  both  in  one 
and  the  same  campaign,  in  n. C.  700—699.  And,  even  then, 
the  inscriptions  of  Sennacherib  will  not  agree.  For  in  this 
campaign  he  puts  Jirst  the  reduction  of  Luliya  king  of  Sidon, 
and  of  Phoenicia ; Edom  also,  Ekron,  and  Aslulod  submitting 
without  resistance.  Next  he  relates  the  siege  and  capture 
of  Ascalon ; Hazor,  Joppa,  and  other  towns  depending  upon 
Ascalon  being  at  the  same  time  taken  and  plundered.  Then 
follows  a battle  with  the  kings  of  Egypt  the  vassals  of 
Ethiopia  [and  with  Tirhakah  himself?]  who  had  come  out 
against  him.  Then  the  capture  of  Lachisli  and  Libnah. 
And  it  is  only  after  all  these  things  that  “ he  proceeds 
against  Hezekiah ; relating  how  the  Ekronites  had  expelled 
their  king,  and  had  sent  him  bound  to  Hezekiah,”  &e.  (see 
above  p.  1010);  how,  in  consequence,  he  “ invaded  Judaea, 
where  he  took  46  fenced  cities,  &c.,  and  besieged  Jerusalem 
with  mounds  and  towers,  till  Hezekiah  submitted.  After 
which  the  spoils  and  the  tribute  paid  by  Hezekiah  were 
brought  to  him  to  Nineveh.  Now,  if  the  two  attacks  of  Sen- 
nacherib were  really  both  made  in  one  and  the  same  year,  it  is 
clear  that  the  events  connected  with  the  two  are  here  con- 
fused, and  related  in  an  order  the  inverse  of  the  true.  But 
if  they  were  in  two  distinct  years,  we  have  the  difficulty  of 
Lachisli  having  been  taken,  and  not  only  Lachish  but  Libnah 
too  after  Lachish,  before  the  invasion  of  Judaea  commences, 
when  yet  the  Scripture  expressly  states  that  Sennacherib 
first  took  the  fenced  cities,  and  afterwards,  having  left  his 
servants  to  continue  the  siege  of  Jerusalem,  received  the 
submission  of  Hezekiah  when  he  himself  was  besiesinsr 
Lachish.  We  have  also  the  further  difficulty  of  the  Ethio- 
pians having  been  totally  routed  in  Syria,  near  Lachish,  and 
both  Lachish  and  Libnah  taken,  while  yet  Hezekiah  is  found 
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still  trusting  to  Egypt  and  Ethiopia  and  engaging  in  a fresh 
defection,  and  the  Ethiopians  assume  the  offensive  again, 
and  Lachish  and  Libnah  both  need  to  be  taken  over  again 
in  the  very  next  year  or  in  the  year  next  but  one  afterwards. 
And,  besides  these  difficulties  suggested  by  Sennacherib’s 
own  annals,  there  are  those  expressions  in  the  2nd  Book  of 
Chronicles  which  have  been  noticed  above.  And  the  whole 
narrative,  both  in  the  2nd  Book  of  Chronicles  and  in  the 
Book  of  the  Prophet  Isaiah,  is  either  word  for  word  the 
same,  or  at  least  parallel  throughout,  and  in  the  same  order, 
with  that  in  4 Kings,  so  as  in  both  to  need  almost  equally 
Dr.  Hincks’s  transpositions. 

The  order,  however,  of  the  different  prophecies  and  of  any 
other  matter  which  may  be  connected  with  them  in  the  Hook 
of  Isaiah  need  not  be  supposed  to  be  everywhere  consecu- 
tive and  chronological.  What  related  to  Assyria  and  to 
Sennacherib  may  in  it  have  been  purposely  placed  all  together 
and  by  itself  first ; and  what  related  to  Hezekiah’s  sickness 
in  connection  with  the  prophecy  that  Jerusalem,  though 
delivered  from  the  kings  of  Assyria,  should  be  taken  by  a 
king  of  Babylon,  may  have  been  purposely  placed  all  together 
and  by  itself  afterwards.  It  is  conceivable,  too,  that  an 
order  which  was  appropriate  in  the  arrangement  of  the  pro- 
phecies in  the  prophetical  book,  may— if  that  book,  as  the 
more  ancient,  was  the  source  from  which  the  text  of  the  nar- 
rative in  4 Kings  and  in  2 Chronicles  was  in  great  part  bor- 
rowed— have  become  an  occasion  of  disorder  and  obscurity 
in  the  two  historical  books,  in  which  the  sequence  ought 
rather  to  have  been  chronological. 

The  other  question  which  it  was  proposed  to  notice  relates 
to  the  connection  of  the  Assyrian  empire  with  a space  of 
520  or  526  years,  and  to  the  date  of  its  termination. 

If,  as  is  generally  supposed,  the  520  years  of  Herodotus 
and  the  526  of  Bcrosus  are  from  one  and  the  same  source, 
and  mean  one  and  the  same  thing,  it  seems  to  follow  that 
the  xlv  Chaldaeans  of  Berosus  must  be  the  Ninevite  kings 
of  the  Assyrian  empire  of  Herodotus;  and  the  cessation  of 
their  empire  is  distinctly  connected  by  Herodotus  with  the 
date  B.c.  708  [or  rather  709].  The  Medes,  according  to 
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him,  then  revolted ; and  their  example  was  followed  by  the 
other  Assyrian  dependencies;  and  22  years  later,  in  n.  C.  087, 
the  Modes  themselves,  according  to  him,  began  to  exercise 
the  same  rule  in  Asia  which  the  Assyrians  had  lost,  and  they 
held  the  empire  for  128  years,  till  n.  C.  558  [or  rather  559], 
But  the  inscriptions  seem  to  show  that  so  far  was  the 
Assyrian  empire  of  Nineveh  from  coming  to  an  end  in 
it.  C.  709,  that  it  was  never  more  powerful  than  at  that 
time  ; and  that  instead  of  then  first  casting  oflT  the  yoke  and 
putting  an  end  to  the  empire  of  Assyria,  Media  had  just 
then,  or  only  six  years  earlier,  been  more  completely  re- 
duced by  Sargon.  The  Assyrian  monuments,  too,  seem 
quite  to  preclude  the  number  of  xlv  kings,  whether  ending 
in  n.  c.  747  (which  is  Mr.  Itawlinson’s  date),  or  in  n.  c.  709 
(which  is  that  of  Herodotus  and  our  own);  though  the 
number  of  xxx  (which  is  given,  though  inconsistently,  by 
Diodorus)  might  suit  well  enough.  These  xxx,  however, 
must  be  reckoned  not  to  any  revolt  of  Media,  but  to  the 
last  siege  and  destruction  of  Nineveh. 

The  monuments  then  make  it  necessary  to  scrutinise  with 
more  attention  such  differences  as  may  be  perceptible  be- 
tween the  language  of  Herodotus  and  that  of  Berosus. 
Berosus  was  a Babylonian,  who,  from  the  outset  connects 
his  kings  and  dynasties  with  his  own  city  of  Babylon  ; though, 
no  doubt,  as  he  wrote  in  a diffuse  style  like  Manctho,  and 
was  by  no  means  a mere  chronicler  like  Ptolemy  of  Mendes, 
he  related  at  length  all  that  was  connected  with  his  subject, 
and  named  Assyrian,  Median,  Persian,  and  other  kings 
besides  those  “Chaldatans”  who  were  natives  of  Babylon, 
or  at  least  of  Babylonia.  Further,  as  regards  his  xlv  kings 
who  followed  the  ix  Arabians,  and  who  reigned  526  years, 
he  calls  them  not  Assyrians  but  “ Chaldceans."  And  the 
number  of  xlv  kings  as  compared  with  526  years,  giving  an 
average  length  of  only  1 1 years  and  about  8 months  to  each 
reign,  though  chtirely  irreconcilable  with  the  Assyrian  reigns 
now  known  from  the  monuments,  agrees  so  well  with  the 
average  length  of  those  Babylonian  reigns  from  Nabonassar 
which  are  registered  in  the  Astronomical  Canon,  that  any 
one  on  comparing  the  two  averages  would  be  led  to  suspect 
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that  the  list  of  the  Canon  was  continuous,  and  perhaps  in 
part  identical,  with  that  of  Bcrosus.  Lastly,  though  it  is 
impossible  to  find  any  Assyrian  epoch  in  b.C.  747,  or  any 
Assyrian  and  Median  epoch  in  B.C.  709,  or  indeed  at  any 
other  date,  answering  to  the  conditions  required  by  Hero- 
dotus, and  capable  of  being  identified  with  the  similar  epoch 
of  Bcrosus,  there  is  no  such  difficulty  in  finding  an  epoch 
in  the  Babylonian  list  which  may  at  once  suit  for  Berosus 
and  account  for  the  statements  of  Herodotus.  For  it  is 
quite  conceivable  that  the  reduction  of  Merodach-Baladan 
and  the  capture  of  Babylon  itself  in  B.  c.  709  by  the  king 
of  Assyria  may  have  been  regarded  by  the  Babylonians  as 
an  epoch  at  which  their  native  (and  generally  independent) 
princes  ended,  after  a continuance  of  52G  years ; while  those 
who  succeeded  (except  during  some  occasional  revolts  and 
interregna)  were  cither  Assyrians,  the  sons  or  officers  of  the 
kings  of  Assyria,  or  at  least  only  his  viceroys  and  nominees, 
who  had  no  claim  by  blood  to  the  succession,  till  Nabo- 
polassar  again  made  Babylon  the  seat  of  an  independent 
dynasty.  If  Babylon  during  all  the  526  years  preceding 
B.c.  709  had  been  in  truth  eclipsed  by  Assyria,  and  there 
was  little  to  relate  of  the  short  reigns  of  most  of  the  xlv 
Chaldtcan  kings,  while  there  was  much  to  relate  respecting 
their  Assyrian  contemporaries,  this  may  at  once  throw  light 
on  Berosus’s  statement — a statement  seemingly  explana- 
tory and  apologetic  — that  Nabonassar  had  destroyed  all 
the  records  of  the  earlier  Babylonian  kings ; and  it  may 
explain  how  a Babylonian  dynasty  of  a merely  negative 
character,  described  by  its  connection  with  a period  of  526 
years  during  which  Assyria  was  predominant,  might  come 
to  be  mis-represented  to  Greeks,  or  misunderstood  by  them, 
both  before  and  after  the  time  of  Bcrosus,  as  if  its  kings 
were  themselves  the  Assyrians  by  whom  they  were  over- 
shadowed ; and  as  if  the  epoch  of  its  termination,  when 
it  was  succeeded  at  Babylon  by  a new  line  of  Assyrian 
rulers,  was  the  epoch  of  the  cessation  of  the  Assyrian 
empire,  or  even  that  of  the  destruction  of  Nineveh.  And 
this  confusion  having  once  arisen,  it  would  be  natural  too 
to  imagine,  however  falsely,  that  the  Assyrian  empire  which 
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was  thought  to  have  ended  at  the  Babylonian  epoch  of 
B.C.  70!),  had  begun  also  as  an  empire  from  the  Babylonian 
epoch  of  B.c.  1235. 

So  far  as  Media  is  concerned,  it  is  clear  from  the  inscrip- 
tions that  the  natives  of  that  country,  not  only  from  the 
appointment  of  Dcioces  to  be  a ruler,  22  years  before  he  be- 
came a king  in  the  full  sense  of  the  word,  but  from  the  first, 
had  been  governed  separately,  each  tribe  by  its  own  chief, 
after  the  manner  which  Herodotus  calls  anarchy;  and  that 
some,  perhaps  most,  of  their  tribes  were  from  time  to  time 
attacked  by  the  kings  of  Assyria,  and  forced  to  pay  tribute, 
from  the  days  of  Shalmanubar  (u.C.  900  to  860?),  the  king 
of  the  black  obelisk  (for  he  first  mentions  the  Modes  in  his 
inscriptions),  down  to  those  of  Sargon,  who,  having  in  his 
7th  year  (about  B.c.  715)  more  completely  reduced  the 
Modes,  founded  among  them  cities,  which  he  peopled  in  part 
with  captives  brought  from  other  countries.  It  is  possible 
that  the  very  progress  made  by  Sargon  at  this  time  towards 
the  subjugation  of  the  Modes  may  have  been  itself  one  of 
the  chief  causes  which  led  soon  afterwards  to  their  concen- 
tration and  union  under  a single  native  ruler,  who,  however, 
would  not  become  all  at  once  an  independent  king.  The 
150  years  of  Herodotus,  from  the  first  accession  of  Deioces, 
may  perhaps  be  reckoned  accurately  enough  from  B.C.  708 
[709],  the  same  year  in  which  Sargon  reduced  the  last  Chal- 
dnean  king  of  Babylon ; and  the  only  inaccuracy  may  have 
been  in  supposing  that  this  date  was  also  that  of  the  esta- 
blishment of  Median  independence.  And  again,  the  128 
years  of  Herodotus,  from  the  commencement  of  the  23rd 
year  of  Deioces  in  b.c.  (709 — 22  = ) 687,  may  really  repre- 
sent the  duration  of  Median  independence  and  empire  taken 
together,  though  Media  did  not  in  B.c.  687  begin  to  rule 
the  neighbouring  peoples,  but  then  only  became  independent, 
and  began  from  thenceforth  to  be  a rising  and  threatening 
power.  So  this  date,  B.c.  (709  — 22  = ) 687,  rather  than 
B.C.  709,  will  be  the  true  epoch  of  the  cessation  of  the  Assy- 
rian empire,  so  far  as  Media  is  concerned,  though  B.C.  709 
is  at  once  the  epoch  at  which  the  Babylonians  ended  their 
526  years,  and  that  from  which  the  Medes — or  Herodotus’s 
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informants  for  them — began  the  150  years  of  their  kings. 
And  it  is  remarkable  that  almost  at  the  same  date  with  that 
which  we  have  now  collected  from  Herodotus  for  the  com- 
mencement of  Median  independence,  viz.  in  B.c.  688,  which 
is  only  one  year  earlier,  Babylon  too  had  thrown  off  the 
yoke,  and  continued  unsubduedduring  a space  of  8 years, 
till  in  B.  c.  680  it  became  perhaps  again  subject  to  Assyria. 
And  it  may  have  remained  subject  till  Nabopolassar, 
immediately  upon  his  appointment  to  be  viceroy,  in  B.c. 
625,  revolted,  and  allied  himself  with  Cyaxares,  the  king  of 
Media. 

But  when  one  reflects  that  in  b.  C.  625  the  Scythians  had 
been  (according  to  Herodotus)  for  9 years  masters  of  Asia, 
and  that  even  before  their  irruption,  in  B.  C.  634,  the  Medes 
had  already  attacked  Nineveh,  and  at  the  very  time  of  their 
irruption  were  on  the  point  of  taking  it,  it  may  seem  more 
probable  that  the  rulers  of  Babylon  had  become  virtually,  if 
not  nominally,  independent  before  the  Scythian  irruption ; 
and  that  the  alliance  between  Nabopolassar  and  Cyaxare3 
was  concluded  not  with  a view  to  co-operation  in  any  attack 
then  actually  commenced  by  the  Modes  against  Nineveh, 
but  rather,  and  in  the  first  instance  at  least,  with  a view  to 
throwing  off  the  yoke  of  those  Scythians  to  whom  Nineveh 
was  indebted  for  its  respite  from  danger.  And  if  the  occa- 
sion for  war  between  the  Modes  and  Lydians  was  given,  as 
Herodotus  relates,  by  the  desertion  of  some  Scythians  who 
were  previously  in  the  service  of  the  king  of  Media,  this 
fact  would  seem  to  imply  that  the  Lydian  war,  and  the 
battle  in  connection  with  which  Herodotus  names  Cyaxares, 
Labynetus  I.  (Nebuchadnezzar),  Alyattes,  and  Syennesis, 
were  between  B.c.  604  and  B.C.  594;  after,  that  is,  the  ter- 
mination of  the  Scythian  dominion,  after  the  destruction  of 
Nineveh,  and  after  the  accession  of  Nebuchadnezzar,  but 
before  the  death  of  Cyaxares,  which  took  place  in  B.c.  594. 

Supposing  the  Median  epochs  of  Herodotus  to  have  been 
sufficiently  accounted  for,  it  remains  only  to  inquire  after 
the  origin  of  that  fable  of  Ctesias  and  his  followers,  Aby- 
denus  and  Castor,  which  assigned  to  the  Median  empire  5 
or4  new  kings,  and  (880  — 710  = ) 170  or  (843  — 710  = ) 133 
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years  unknown  to  Herodotus.  For  even  fables  may  gene- 
rally be  accounted  for,  if  one  looks  for  something  which  may 
have  been  more  or  less  suggestive  of  them.  But  as  it  was 
from  a Medo-Persian  point  of  view  that  Ctesias  wrote,  it  is 
nothing  wonderful  if  his  informants  carried  back  their  fabu- 
lous commencement  of  the  Median  empire  to  about  the 
earliest  date  at  which  the  Medes,  as  inhabitants  of  Media, 
had  really  become  known.  And  Ctesias’s  epoch  of  B.  C.  880 
admits  very  well  of  this  explanation,  as  it  puts  the  com- 
mencement of  Median  history  in  the  time  of  Shalmanubar, 
the  earliest  king  of  Assyria,  according  to  Sir  II.  Rawlinson, 
in  whose  inscriptions  the  Medes  are  named.  And  if  this  is, 
in  fact,  the  true  origin  of  the  fable  of  a Median  empire 
having  commenced  in  B.C.  880,  it  will  also  serve  to  explain 
why  the  1306  years  of  the  Assyrian  empire  were  fabled  to 
have  ended  at  the  same  date,  from  whatever  later  events  the 
details  of  the  fable  may  have  been  borrowed. 

Why  Abydenus  (and  Castor  after  him)  should  have  varied 
again  from  this  date  of  Ctesias,  cutting  off  the  first  37  of  the 
330  years  of  his  Medes,  and  appending  one  more  Assyrian 
reign  after  the  last  of  his  Assyrian  kings,  is  not  so  easy  to 
make  out.  But  perhaps  in  this  as  in  other  points  he  was 
seeking  to  engraft  upon  the  scheme  of  Ctesias  something 
borrowed  from  Berosus.  At  any  rate  it  is  remarkable  that 
the  inscriptions  present  in  the  generation  next  after  Shalma- 
nubar,  and  so  from  30  to  40  years  below  B.  C.  880,  the  name 
Sardanapalus,  though  this  Sardanapalus  did  not  wear  the 
crown,  but  only  raised  a great  rebellion  against  his  father, 
who  was  succeeded  by  another  son,  Shamas-iva  (b.C.  850  — 
800  ?).  And  in  the  next  generation  below  this,  again,  the 
inscriptions  exhibit  a king  named  Iva-lush  (b.  C.  800  — 747?), 
whose  name  Mr.  Rawlinson  identifies  with  Phul  or  Phaloch, 
the  same  name  which  Berosus  is  said  to  have  mentioned 
after  his  xlv  C'haldfcan  kings.  Or  it  may  be  that  the  varia- 
tion of  Abydenus  had  its  source  in  the  fact  that,  though 
Sardanapalus  had  been  named  by  Ctesias  as  the  last  king 
before  his  earlier  and  fabulous  destruction  of  Nineveh,  it 
had  since  become  known  to  the  Greeks  that  Sardanapalus 
had  not  in  truth  been  the  last  king,  but  the  last  but  one,  who 
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reigned  before  the  later  and  real  destruction  of  Nineveh. 
So  he  added  a successor  to  the  early  Sardanapalus  of  Cte- 
sias ; and  thereby  made  the  two  reigns  preceding  the  fabulous 
capture  and  destruction  of  Nineveh  to  be  the  counterparts  of 
the  two  which  preceded  its  real  destruction. 

The  death  of  Iva-lush  III.  — supposing  him  to  be  the  Pul 
of  Scripture  and  the  predecessor  of  Tiglath-Pileser  II.,  who 
in  his  first  year  attacked  Babylon — cannot  indeed  (if  Tiglath- 
Pileser  II.  took  tribute  of  Menahem)  be  brought  down 
as  low  as  b.c.  747,  the  date  where  Mr.  Rawlinson  would 
make  the  526  years  of  Berosus,  and  “ his  Assyrian  kings  of 
the  elder  series  [his  xlv  Chakheans]  to  end,  and  a new 
series  of  the  later  Assyrian  empire  to  begin.”  But  though 
this  view,  together  with  Dr.  Brandis’s  scheme  of  36,000 
years,  may  be  untenable,  there  is  nothing  to  forbid  the  sup- 
position that  the  story  of  one  line  having  ended  with  a king 
named  Bcleoun  or  Belochus,  and  another  new  line  having 
been  founded  by  Balator,  may  really  refer  to  a change  in 
the  Ninevite  rather  than  the  Babylonian  succession,  even 
though  it  were  found  by  Polyhistor  in  Berosus,  and  though 
the  xlv  Chakheans  of  Berosus  who  reigned  526  years  were 
kings  not  of  Nineveh  but  of  Babylon.  And  certainly  the 
identification  of  the  names  Iva-lush,  Plialoch,  or  Pliulus  with 
Belochus,  and  of  Tiglath-Pafata'ra  with  Balator  is,  to  say 
the  least,  extremely  plausible,  when  considered  in  connection 
with  the  fact  that  Tiglath-Pileser  II.  appears  as  the  founder 
of  a new  line.  Pul,  however,  the  husband  of  Semiramis,  who 
(through  her  perhaps)  reigned  at  once  over  Nineveh  and 
Babylon,  is  far  from  answering  in  his  acts  and  character  to 
the  faineant  king  “ Beleoun  son  of  Dcrcetadesf  who  was 
dethroned  by  Balator. 

With  respect  to  the  general  scheme  of  Berosus,  if  we 
consider  those  745  full  years  which  seem  to  be  wanting  to 
his  reckoning  by  days  after  the  Flood,  being  supplanted  by 
the  heterogeneous  sum  of  2840  years  expanded  into  months, 
it  may  be  noticed  that  745  is  precisely  the  number  by  which 
the  27,096  months  anterior  to  the  Flood  if  added  to  the 
2840  years  after  it  fall  short  of  a mixed  sum  of  30,681, 
equivalent  to  the  first  xxi  fictitious  cycles  of  the  Old  Egyp- 
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tian  Chronicle.  And  again  the  same  number  745  may  be 
identical  with  the  complement  needed  to  bring  up  Berosus’s 
reckoning,  if  expressed  uniformly  in  vague  years,  from  (2258 
+ 2840=)  5098,  to  that  sum  of  5844  which  constitutes  the 
last  iv  Cycles  of  the  Egyptian  Chronicle.  For  the  341 
years  needed  to  make  human  time  begin  from  the  Sothic 
epoch  of  b.C.  5702  together  with  5 more  by  which  the  Ba- 
bylonian reckoning  falls  short  of  the  Egyptian,  and  399  of 
the  current  Cycle  which  had  still  to  run  out  from  Thoth  1 
in  B.  C.  261,  to  Thoth  1 in  a.  d.  139,  make  together  745  yenrs. 
(And  the  odd  year  between  the  5098  and  the  399,  might  be 
taken  to  indicate  the  first  year  of  Antiochus  Bros'.)  So  the 
two  sums  (27,096  + 2840  + 745  = ) 30,681  and  (2258  + 2840 
+ 1 +745  = ) 5844,  would  equal  together  the  whole  mixed 
sum  of  36,525  nominal  years,  or  xxv  nominal  Cycles,  of  the 
Egyptian  Chronicle. 


i nominal  Cycles 

+ iv  real 

26,096  mnjilhs 

2258 

2,840  years 

2840 

[346]  years 

[346] 

0 

1 

[399]  years 

399 

= XXV 

B.C.  5356  to  3100 
n.c.  3100  to  262 
n.c.  5702  to  532G 
b.c.  2G2  to  2G1 
B.c.  261  to  a.d.  139. 


Years  30,681  nominal  + 5S44  real  = 30,525. 


This  is  certainly  curious.  But  numbers  often  present 
strange  coincidences,  which  like  the  forms  taken  by  some 
flints  are  merely  accidental  and  illusory.  And  there  is  no 
direct  evidence  for  imputing  any  such  arithmetical  enigma 
to  Berosus ; nor  indeed  for  imputing  to  him  any  cyclical 
fancy  at  all ; seeing  that  his  expansion  of  Nabonassarian 
years  and  months  into  sari,  neri,  and  sossi  of  days  was  un- 
suitable for  the  indication  of  cycles  of  vague  years  in  which 
the  epagomense  were  to  be  only  tacitly  understood.  The  Sothic 
Cycle  itself  was  perhaps  known  to  him  only  as  a foreign 
reckoning ; and  his  vast  sums  (like  those  of  Manetho,  which 
are  equally  uncyclical),  whether  consisting  uniformly  of 
days,  or  of  months,  or  of  mixed  nominal  years,  are  sufficiently 
accounted  for  by  the  pre-existence  of  l^gypt««.  schemes 
from  which  they  may  have  been  derived  b^.imitation. 
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419, 

419, 

420, 


421, 


421, 

42G, 


TO 


VOLUME  II. 


Lino 

28,  after  “ months,*’  Insert  **  {though  they 
were  really  of  the  value  of  1 month  atul 
j’^rd  of  a month  each),** 

39.  It  is  perhaps  unlikely  that  ho  continues! 
to  askign  any  year*  to  “ Manes,”  when 
he  restored  all  the  Mane*  or  Ghost- 
kings  of  Manetho  to  their  original  cha- 
racter of  kings  after  Mencs,  of  which 
Manetho  had  deprived  them. 

14,  “by  Agathodtemon,**  &c.  There  may 
have  been  something  of  a similar  kind 
in  the  introduction  to  the  Manetho  of 
Ptolemy  and  Africanus  ; but  the 
spurious  letter  of  Manetho  to  Ptolemy, 
alluded  to  in  this  passage,  certainly 
belongs  to  the  much  later  Manetho  of 
Anhmus,  and  is  improperly  spoken  of 
In  this  chapter  as  U it  might  have  been 
taken  originally  from  the  work  of 
Ptolemy  of  Meades. 

3,  **  should  not  be  earlier  than  the  time  of 
Augustus,”  &c.  But  there  is  no  real 
ground  for  .supposing  that  either  the 
title  2i,3«rr#r,  or  the  U tter  containing 
tld*  title,  occurred  in  the  Manetho  of 
Ptolemy  and  of  Africanus.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  statements  of  Diodorus 
Siculus,  as  will  appear  below,  contain 
allusions  to  this  Manetho  of  Ptolemy, 
which  so  must  have  been  extant  before 
b.c.  6H  ; and  the  age  at  which  Clinton, 
as  It  seems,  has  at  length  placed  Suidas, 
leads  to  the  inference  that  it  was  extaut 
half  a century  or  so  earlier  still. 

21,  for  “ of  the  first”  read  “ of  the  second” 
century, 

31.  “The  word  Ef.unr  seems  to  connect  itself 
with  the  epistle  quoted  from  the  Hook 
of  Sotbls,”  Ac.  H at  her,  since  he  is  said 
to  have  explained  the  origin  aU  things 
in  a space  of  30, m 4)  years,  the  Hermes 
alluded  to  is  the  auriior  of  the  book 
entitled  “ Ptuxot.”  which  has  been 
already  named  above  at  p.  10, 1.  24,  in 
a quotation  from  Syncellus,  who  names 
the  " Tuisi  of  llcrincs”  and  the 

3 x 


Page  Line 

“ K»{«n^if”  (of  some  other  author)  in 
connection  with  that  idea  of  a zodiacal 
10  the  first  point  in  the 
sign  of  Aries  which  he  finds  in  the  Old 
Chronicle, 

427,  15,  **  only  2075  years, ’*  Ac.  But  if  Ptolemy 

had  distinguished  90u  as  full  years,  and 
divided  by  12  only  the  remaining  24,000 
of  Manetho's  mythological  years  which 
are  really  months,  he  would  have  ob- 
tained within  22  that  sum  of  5844  which 
he  wanted,  lli*  reasons  for  not  doing 
so  were  perhaps  first,  that  he  did  not 
wish  to  make  statements  needing  fur- 
ther explanation  ; and  secondly,  that  if 
he  had  reduced  Mnuetho’s  21,000  years, 
distinguishing  them  from  the  900,  he 
would  not  have  had,  in  the  remaining 
years  ol  Munetho’s  >chi;me,  materials  so 
convenient  for  his  own  cyclical  design 
as  in  those  afforded  by  the  Old  Chro- 
nicle. 

427,  32,  34,  for  •‘.'100”  and  ” I31»”  read  **  200” 

and  1218.” 

429,  6,  ” to  the  Sun-god  alone;”  that  is  virtually , 

for  ostensibly  681  of  them  are  given  to 
the  XIII  Gods  following.  It  Is  only  ou 
perceiving  that  these  I>K|  are  part  of  the 
21  cycles,  and  are  douched  merely  to 
obtain  the  louud  number  of  30,000  for 
the  Sun,  that  one  can  understand  and 
admit  the  assertion  that  the  whole  xxt 
cycles  or  30,681  years  belong  to  the  Sun. 

429,  l(J,  for  ” Solar,”  read  “ full  movable  years.” 

430,  4,  after  4‘  the  14  ” insert  **  which  he  seems 

to  have  reckoned.” 

433,  33,  after  “Plato”  omit  “and  Eudoxus.” 

434,  13.  omit  “and  under  Augustus.” 

434,  14,  after  “four,”  Insert  “incomplete.” 

430,  20,  for  “between  Kectnnebo  and  the  year 

H.C.  329”  read  “between  Manetho’* 
date  for  Alexander,  in  u.c.  331,  and  the 
taking  of  a crown  by  the  Lagida*,  in 
B.c.  80.J,” 

437,  21,  for  “ Demigods  and  Manes”  read  “ and 

Demigods,  probably  without  Manes.” 
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439,  20,  for  " and  Mane*  ” read  “ with  or  with- 

out Manes.’’ 

441,  12,  after  “altered”  Insert  “by  the  writers 

just  now  alluded  to." 

444,  9,  **  +127  ” should  be  in  red. 

448,  12  from  bottom,  after  " 1G3”  insert  **  (that 

is  150+9+3).” 

450,  last  line,  for  " 135  + 219— .=353,”  read 

“ 135+219  + 3=  356,”  all  in  red  ; and 
for  ” 551”  read  **  554.” 

453,  37,  after  “ altering,"  insert  '*  anything.” 

455,  I,  alter  “July,”  omit  “above.” 

457,  21,  after  "776”  omit  ” (or  777).” 

458,  29,  for  “a.d.  213  " read  “ a.D.  215,"  and 

the  same  in  line  3G. 

459,  19,  for  " short  ol  ’*  read  **  below.” 

463,  8,  after  “writer,”  insert  "except  Justin 

Martyr.” 

463,  13,  for  **  Dyn.  XV1I1"  read  “Dynasties 

XVII land  XIX.” 

463,  14,  for  " for  the  Greek  names  are  only 

xvii " read  “ and  his  Greek  names  arc 
actually  xix.” 

463,  25,  for  ” the  average  " read  “ something 

like  the  average." 

463,  26,  after  “ Kratostheoes,”  insert  *‘vix. 

24  j instead  of  24|  ” 

463,  37, 39,  ” B.c.  1208,“  and  “ 459.”  Or,  with  the 

ave  rage  of  24|  from  b.c. 1 '203,  Ac.  463|  yrs. 

464,  39,  “24$,"  and  above.  The  exact  coinci- 

dence of  Ptolemy  with  the  date  o«  Cle- 
mens resting  only  on  the  hypothesis 
that  he  adopted  this  average  of  24$, 
which  is  a variation  from  the  '24 f of  the 
Chronicle,  is  not  to  be  to  much  dwelt 
upon,  though  probably  the  calculation 
was  very  nearly  what  is  here  assumed. 

467,  10,  **  it  may  be,”  Ac.  Herodotus,  however, 

does  speak  as  if  the  priests  had  taught 
him  to  reckon  “341  k*ngs  to  Seth>«n,*: 
and  to  give  above  11,000  years  to  the 
first  330  kings,"  but  he  may  have  writ- 
ten only  from  memory. 

470,  4,  “ Hor-hesou.”  But  Mr.  Birch  rends 

this  name  “ Horshesnu,"  shesou  being 
a distinct  word.  Also,  he  thinks  it  clear 
that  it  is  one  and  the  same  Hor-shesou 
who  appears  in  lines  9 and  10 of  Col.  III. 
of  the  Papyrus,  at  p.  509,  and  who  is 
connected  with  both  the  two  great  sums 
of  13,420  and  23,2[18]  year*.  In  reading 
all  that  follows  respecting  the  fragments 
of  the  Papyrus  it  will  be  convenient  to 
refer,  at  each  step,  to  the  English 
columns,  in  which  the  fragments  are 
numbered, aud  their  dimensions  marked, 
pp.  508-  512. 

470,  13.  14,  for  “ Thoth-Aa-aa,"  read  “ Thoth,' 

and  omit  “ i.e.  Aic-fMy.rTtf." 

470,  32,  after  ” And,’*  omit  “ from  an  allusion* 

Ac.,  down  to  " view,”  inclusive,  in 
line  35. 

476,  84,  after  “ are  not  really"  Insert  " if  the 

author  may  trust  his  own  memory." 
This  qualification  is  necessary,  as  Lcp- 
sius’s  and  Sir  G.  Wilkinson’s  published 
fac-simile  give  no  countenance  to  the 
denial,  and  the*  author,  at  the  time  that 
he  wrote  this,  could  not  refer  to  hi*  own. 


Page  Line 

481,  19,  “may  have  be*n."  The  word  “ rnay"'^? 

should  be  hi  italics,  as  there  is  no  parti- 
cular reason  for  supposing  that  it  was 

so. 

481,  35.  86.  for  “ 43  + 159  or  150s=5  2132  or  2133, 

91”  read  “42+159  =*)  2132,  92”  years 
after  Monet,  Ac. 

493,  II,  for  “6”  read  “8.” 

505,  1,  “ had  lost  one  large  fragment  from  Us 

ou/rr  part,  or  commencement,"  Ac.  This 
may  well  be  true,  although  the  outer 
part  or  commencement  of  a papyrus  al- 
ways contains  theJiVsC  n°t  the  last,  of 
its  columns  of  writing.  For  this  Turin 
Papyrus  was  written  over  on  both  sides, 
the  lists  of  kings  being  the  earlier,  and 
certain  accounts  the  later  writing.  All, 
therefore,  that  is  neces*ary  is  to  sup-  • 
pose  that  the  original  writing,  the  lists 
of  kings,  on  the  one  side,  began  at  one 
end  and  the  later  writing,  the  accounts, 
at  the  other  end  of  the  papyrus  j and  if 
so,  it  would  be  a matter  of  course  that 
it  should  be  rolled  up  so  as  to  have  the 
commencement  of  the  later  writing  for 
Us  outer  part,  not,  as  o-igtnally  was  the 
case  < before  it  became  irtabiy^x^ c»),  the 
earlier. 

509,  1.  The  name  “Phthah?”  should  have 

been  in  red,  as  the  fragment  exhibits 
only  the  following  name,  “ Ha,”  but 
with  some  trace  of  another  line  of 
writing  above.  That  this  was  another 
name,  aud  that  name  Phthah,  is  only  a 
conjeiture. 

525.  8,  for  “24$,”  read  "24J." 

551,  25,  “a  seventh  Shepherd  king,”  Ac.  It 

may  be  remarked,  that  the  list  of  Syn- 
cellus,  i.e.  of  A manus,  though  with  only 
260  years,  gives  vii  names  for  the  Shep- 
herd kings. 

554,  In  the  last  two  columns,  under  “Pto- 

lemy of  Mendes,"  “ Dynasty  X of 
Herfacleopolites].  with  Us  3 + 5+11 
kings,  and  its  185  years,  is  printed  too 
high  up.  The  figures,  3,  5,  and  11, 
should  be  in  a line  with  the  same  figures 
In  the  columns  belonging  to  the  Papy- 
rus and  to  Manelho. 

557,  24,  for  “there*  15,000"  read  “there  had 

been  15,000." 

559,  39,  for  “ofan”  read  '*  of  no.” 

5G0,  4,  for  “3010,”  read  “3bl2  movable,  or 

3010  Julian  or  Canicular”  years. 

561,  8,  **  the  9th  king  of  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XII.” 

But  Manetho's  selection  of  lx  kings  to 
form  this  dynasty  bemg  made  nearly 
260  years  alter  the  time  of  Herodotus, 
and  above  1000  years  after  the  arrange- 
ment of  the  Hieratic  lists,  one  cannot 
conclude  that  Onnos  was  9th  in  genera- 
tion from  Sesostris  from  this  fact  that 
he  stands  9th  in  Manetho’s  Dyn.  XII  (V 
of  Africanus).  Ifut  one  may  conclude 
that  he  was  probably  9th  from  the 
chronological  space  of  about  1K4  years 
which  Intervened  between  the  death  of 
Sesostris  (Sesortaien  I.)  and  the  death 
of  the  last  king  of  the  line  represent**! 


Digitized  by  Google 


I’ 


NOTES  AND  CORRECTIONS.  1049 


Page  Line 

by  Manetho’i  Dyn.  XII ; and  this  king  ii 
known  with  certainty,  not  Indeed  from 
Manetho's  list  taken  alone,  but  from 
the  Turin  Papyrus,  to  have  been  Onnos. 
576,  32,  for  **  B.C.  456,”  read  44  b.c,  455.” 

587,  22,  “afterwards  completed  by  Darius,”  &c. 

The  names  both  of  Kameses  II.  and  of 
Darius  (that  of  the  latter  king  both  in 
Egyptian  hieroglyphics  and  in  Persian 
cuneiform  characters)  have  been  found 
on  the  line  of  this  canal. 

580,  24,  before  “ Mycerlnus,”  insert  " the." 

580,  39,  “ B.c.  G01>,  or  GQ8.”  Some,  as  Ideler, 

reckon  the  18th  year  of  Nebuchadnezzar 
mentioned  In  the  Scriptures  from  his 
accession  after  the  death  of  his  father 
in  b.c.  604,  and  so  make  B.c.  586.  in- 
stead of  b.c.  587,  to  be  the  year  of  the 
capture  of  Jeru»alem.  These  in  conse- 
quence bring  down  the  death  of  Jo- 
siah  as  low  as  the  summer  of  B.c.  60H. 
For  if  they  assume  the  11th  of  Zedektah 
to  have  begun  from  the  5th  of  the  4th 
month,  or  J une  21 , in  the  summer  of  b.c. 
587,  this  date.-f  10  yrs  + 3n>10<l  + 10frs  5®? 
+3*11,  will  indicate  for  the  death  of  Josiah 
sometime  about  July  13  in  b.c.  608,  in- 
stead of  b.c.  609.  The  14th  of  Hezekiah 
will  for  Mem  begin  early  in  b.c.  712,  and 
his  6th  early  in  b c.  720. 

590,  11,  “3  after  the  reduction  of  Tyre,”  But, 

according  to  Josephus,  the  reign  of 
Apries  should  end  in  theirs/  year  after 
the  reduction  of  Tyre,  as  if  Nebuchad- 
nezzar had  immediately  invaded  Egypt, 
and,  after  conquering  it,  had  established 
Atnasis  as  Governor,  and  this  indirectly 
led  to  the  death  of  Apries.  whom  Jose- 
phus therefore  makes  Nebuchadnezzar 
to  have  slain.  For  if  we  reckon  4 years 
complete  from  the  spring  of  B.c.  587  (the 
year  of  the  burning  of  the  Temple)  the 
5th  year  begins  in  the  spring  of  b.c. 
587  — 4 = 583  ; and  if  we  again  deduct 
the  1 3 years  of  the  siege  of  Tyre  we  shall 
find  that  Nebuchadnezzar  may  have 
been  free  to  invade  Egypt  In  the  spring 
of  b.c.  570.  And  the  reign  of  Amasis 
begins  Jan.  13.  b c.  569.  Or  the  5 years 
of  Josephus  may  be  from  the  end  of 
the  year  containing  the  burning  of  the 
Temple,  i.e.  from  the  spring  of  b.c.  586. 
391,  I,  for  •*  taken  before  " read  " 12  years  be- 
fore, and  taken  only  1 year  after  ” 

691,  8,  after  “ 18  ” insert  44  Nisan  I,  B.c.  671,” 

and  1.  15  correct  from  last  note. 

693,  9,  before  " Architects”  insert  “ Chief.” 

G03,  9,  Virgil  has  also  the  " 100  years”  from 

Plato;  “ Centum  errant  annog,”  Ac. 

605,  6,  *•  in  B.c.  362.”  Certainly,  according  to 

the  Old  Chronicle,  the  single  generation 
of  Dyn  XXX  which  had  IH  years,  cod- 
ing Nov.  I,  in  B.c.  345,  must  have  begun 
in  li.c.  363.  And  this  generation  is  that 
of  Ncctanebo  II.  But  Clinton  observes 
that  “ Age* Mans  conducted  the  affairs  of 
Sparta  till  after  the  death  of  Epatninon- 
das  in  June  b.c.  362;  that  he  could  not 
have  set  out  for  Egypt  till  the  spring  of 
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b.c.  361,  seven  or  eight  months  after  the 
battle  of  Mantinea ; that  the  war  in 
Egypt  must  have  occupied  at  least  a 
year;  and  that  he  left  Egypt  In  mid- 
winter, not  earlier  than  Dec.  b c.  361  or 
Jan.  B.c.  360.”  Hence  it  results  that  the 
generation  of  Nectancbo  1 1.  and  of  Dyn. 
XXX  of  the  Chronicle  must  cover  two 
actual  reigns,  the  first  of  the  two  being 
the  short  reign  of  Teos  of  only  2 years, 
the  other  that  of  Ncctanebo  II.  which 
had  in  truth  only  16  years,  though  Ma- 
netho,  keeping  the  44  18  years”  of  the 
Chronicle,  and  giving  them  all  to  Ncc- 
tanebo II.,  reduplicates  the  two  of  Teos. 

607,  8,  for  “ that”  read  44  than  ” 

610,  1,3.  44  before  the  Flood  2263.  6">.  and 

below  it  658. 6m.”  Ac.  Thus  the  true  in  - 
terval,  or  very  nearly,  is  reckoned  from 
the  beginning  to  the  epoch  of  the  Flood, 
which,  however,  is  put  6®.  too  late,  viz. 
at  Apr.  6 (6«.  after  Thoth  I,  which  was 
then  at  Oct.  8),  in  b.c.  3099.  But  if  the 
Egyptian  scheme  had  not  of  necessity 
cut  off  the  odd  months  preceding  its  first 
movable  Tb>  th,  it  would  have  had  to 
begin  7 months  before  the  end  of  a year, 
and  to  reckon  to  the  Flood  about  2263 
movable  years  and  7 months,  and  below 
the  Flood  to  the  end  of  the  2922nd  mov- 
able year  of  the  world  658  years  and  five 
months  ; after  which  there  would  have 
been  7 odd  months  and  217  complete 
movable  years  (beginning  from  Thoth  1 
= Apr.  26  in  b.c.  2441)  to  the  accession 
of  Menrs. 

CIO,  13,  after 44 Ogygian”  read  “ or  from  the  later 
• Deucalion,"  or  from,  &c. 

612,  33,  35.  The  years  of  the  Macedonian 

kings  from  Caranus  to  the  death  of 
Alexander  are  given  by  Eusebius  and 
S.  Jerome  as  4«9,  from  a.  ahr.  1204  to 

A.  abr.  1692,  both  inrl.  And  the  years 
of  the  Persians  as  230. 

615,  2,  for  44  Egyptians"  read  44  Egyptian." 

615,  19,  “ before  B.c.  305."  Clinton  observes  that 

he  was  still  living  and  employed  on 
his  work  wt 'EXXaScf  as  late  as 

B. c.  289,  when  he  had  been  flourishing 
about  40  years.  But  this  also  is  earlier 
than  the  earliest  date  which  can  be  as- 
signed  to  the  AiyowTimxiL  of  Manctho. 

620,  11,  for  44  perhaps”  read  44  as  it  seems,"  and 

in  line  12,  omit  *'  only,”  and  after  44  on” 
Insert 44  insufficient.” 

646,  30,  after  44  17"  Insert  “of  kings  of  Dynasties 

XVI II, and  XIX.” 

653,  7,  for  ” 325,"  44  747,”  and  44  1272,"  read 

44  526,”  “709,”  and  44  1235.” 

654,  13,  44  When  Antiochus,"  Ac.  That  is  An- 

tlochus  Sidetes.  Eusebius  has  OL  162  0'. 
which  would  be  in  the  7lh  year  of  Ant. 
Sidetes,  b.c.  131—130.  But  Josephus 
puts  the  siege  3 years  earlier  (Eusebius 
too  in  the  Canon  has  the  5th  of  Antio- 
chus). Hence  Clinton  puts  the  com- 
mencement of  this  war  in  Feb.  b.c.  134, 
and  its  end  in  Oct.  133  b.c.,  01.  161 
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Fage 

6W, 

656, 

660, 

GTS, 

679, 

679, 

C83, 

689, 

Gy6, 

697, 


699, 

701, 


702, 

702, 

702, 

708. 

714, 

717, 


718, 

718, 

720, 


Line 

'27,  for  **  write  " read  " wrote.**  In  line  29 
for  " which,"  read  **  which,  an  5"  and  in 
line  30,  before  “according"  Insert  "war" 

25,  after  44  liamesos  II.)”  insert  •*  on  which 
Heliopolis  It  named." 

15,  for  “ off-hand"  read  44  off-handed." 

34,  omit  probably,"  and  after  " Ptolemy," 
insert  " a*  it  teems." 

7,  These  deities  of  the  365  day*  of  the  year 
are  also  alluded  to  by  S.  Theophtlus 
of  Antioch  who  write*  “n 
r«>  6i  r*t'  &is#  ; " Ad  Autot*  lib.  i.  p. 
381. 

15,  after  “fifth,"  Insert  “ Moot  (Buto) 
within  the  first  eight," 

23,  **  Cancer."  Balubridge  is  quoted  n* 
showing  that  In  n.c.  1322  Sirius  ro»e  in 
Iarwer  Egypt.  July  20,  when  the  #uti 
wa*  In  the  14th  degree  of  Cancer. 

7,  for  Chapter  44  VII  ” read  44  VIII." 

G from  the  bottom,  omit  " He  wa*  born, 
a*  his  surname  Implies,  In  Africa." 

3,  " according  to  the  Antiochian  reckoning 
from  Sept.  1.”  This  commencement  is 
assumed  only  for  convenience,  as  thus 
the  old  or  civil  Hebrew  and  Patriar- 
chal year,  the  fixed  Alexandrian,  the 
year  of  the  Indictions  and  the  civil  year 
of  the  Greek  Church  may  a!)  be  alluded 
to  at  once  as  having  nearly  one  and  the 
same  commencement.  Else,  for  the  old 
Hebrew  year,  the  commencement  or 
which  really  varied  within  certain  limits 
according  to  the  moon,  one  might  have 
assumed  rather  the  Autumnal  Equinox; 
while  lor  the  fixed  year  of  the  Syrians 
and  other  Asiatic*,  after  the  time  of 
Julius  Caesar,  there  were  a number  of 
different  commencements  in  different 
parts,  as  also  a number  of  different  eras. 

28,  after  44  from  " insert  " S.  TbeophUus  of 
Antioch  or  from." 

20,  25  and  p.  702,  1.  8,  Here  and  elsewhere 
Zedekiah’s  years  are  wrongly  drawn 
down  ; as  if,  e.g.  hi*  1 1th  ended  in  Sept. 
B.c.  577,  or  even  Nisan  I BC.  576.  It 
really  ended  June  21,  in  u.c.  577,  and 
the  C-aptiv.  begins  from  Nizan  I,  not 
before  nor  after  but  f»  it.  See  p.  900. 

1,  for  " was  thus  depressed  to."  Ac.  read 
“ appeared  at  the  same  distance  below 
the  death  of  Solomon  as  would,"  &c. 

2,  the  I Ith  yr.  of  Zcdcklah  is  here  and 
elsewhere  spoken  of  Incorrectly. 

3,  for  " so  depressed  Into  ” read  " reckoned 
to.** 

8,  for  "3558"  read "3555,” and  after"  Man- 
ctho  ” Insert  “ besides  other  13  also  added 
but  placed  below  them.” 

28,  for  “ came  " read  “ w as  raised  to  power." 

33,  " 1903  years.”  But  the  true  Greek  text 

of  Simplicius,  In  the  passage  which  has 
been  quoted  from  him  for  this  sum,  does 
not  really  exhibit  It.  See  p.  941. 

21,  for  “ at  B.c."  read  " in  B.c.” 

29,  for  **  contain  " read  •*  contained  " 

8,  "a*  we  have  shown, though  the  present 
reckoning  requires  of  necessity  that  he 
should  be  now  still  young."  This  is 
quoted  by  Syncellus  as  if  all  from  Afrl- 
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canus,  but  the  latter  clause,  "though 
the  present,"  Ac.  does  not  seem  to  suit 
at  all  for  the  scheme  of  Africanus,  while 
it  suits  perfectly  for  that  of  Ankanus  and 
Syncellus.  See  p.  879. 

725,  31,  for  "two  years”  read  " which  in  one 

place  of  the  Septuagint  is  said  to  have 
been  In  the  second  year  alter  " the  death 
of  Moses. 


734, 

20,  21,  for  44  241  " and  “416* 

" read  " 24J  " 

and  ' 

“ 4204  and  for  " 410  " read  "414." 

734. 

28,  29,  for  44  1628  or  1622”  r.  * 

4 1032  or  1626." 

734, 

31,32,  for  " 1624  or  1618" 

read  " 1630  or 

1622, 

734, 

37,  for  4 

1 IG20  or  1616”  read’ 

‘ 1024  or  1620.” 

735, 

3,  for  4 

• 1599  or  1595  " read  ' 

“ 1G03  or  1599." 

735, 

27.  for  4 

' 24*"  read  **  24{." 

736, 

21,  for  *' 

‘ 24J  " read  44  24*." 

736, 

23,  for  4 

* 459  " read  4*  463*  or 

464,"  and  for 

“ b.c.  1208  (Ptolemy’s  last  year  of  Thou- 
oris  and  Castor’s  date  for  Troy)”,  read 
" B.C.  1203  (the  apparent  end  of  the  last 
year  of  Thouori*  and  of  Dyn.  XIX  in 
Mantlho’s  lists)," 

736,  31,33,  for  "some”  read  "same,"  and  for 

**  24 1 " read  " 24 J." 

741,  34,  " Manetl.o’s,"  that  i*.  as  understood  by 

himself  and  a*  expected  by  him  to  bo 
understood  by  the  learned  of  the  native 
Egyptians.  For  on  the  surface  his  date 
would  be  n.c.  1203. 

745,  4,  before  “ Clemens”  insert  " Theophllus 

of  Antioch  and”,  and  after  the  same 
name  omit  the  words  "and  Hippolytus." 

745,  12,  after  " two  " insert  " other." 

752,  27,28,  for  " 24*”  read  " 23f.”  For  " ex- 

ceeded," &o.  read  " fell  short  of,"  and 
after  " one  year  ” insert  *'  and  a half.” 

766,  22,  for  "3"  road  "4,"  after  " Jehoram” 

Insert  " Athaliab,"and  omit  from  “suc- 
cessor*." in  1.  21  to  the  stop  In  1.36;  and 
in  L 39  for  " 27  " read  " 28." 

768,  23,  for  “ accession  " read  " accession*." 

768,  32,  for  " put  ’’  read  " put*." 

768,  38,  omit  " of  942  years." 

770,  8,  44  Suppressing  in  the  Assyrian  lists  . . . 

four  kings,"  Ac.  But  see  respecting  this 
below.  It  seems  rather  that  Eusebius 
suppressed  year*  but  not  names  given 
by  Clesias  and  Diodorus.  Indeed  the 
very  same  four  names  which  Syncellus 
accuses  him  of  suppressing,  aud  one 
more,  seem  to  be  given  by  him  in  the 
First  Book  of  hi*  Chronicon  from  Aby- 
denus,  at  the  head  of  all,  a*  Intervening 
between  Be  tut  and  Sinus : " Fuit  Minus, 
qui  Arbeli,  qui  Chaali,  qui  Arufnli,  qui 
Anebi,  qui  Aiabeli,  qui  Beli."&c.  Aud  he 
adds  in  the  same  place  that  the  last  reign, 
of  Sardanapalus,  was  made  [by  Aby- 
denus]  to  end  G7  years  before  Ol.  1,  that 
is  in  B.c.  843.  Elsewhere  (but  this  is 
in  speaking  of  his  own  scheme)  he  says 
44  40  [43]  years  " before  Ol.  1. 

789,  35,  for  44  the  Persian  dynasty  ” read  **  the 

five  Persian  gmeratiims." 

791,  38,  3'J.  omit  "1  of  Nerigliisar,"  and  for  “25" 

read  “ the  last  26.” 

792,  4,  after 44  be"  Insert 41  2 or  3 months  after.” 
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Page 

792, 

793, 
792, 

792, 

794, 
803, 

805, 

800, 


821, 

822, 


823, 


82G, 

827, 

828, 


Line 

9,  10,  for  " 1491"  and  '*  1428”  read  " 1192" 
and  ” 1429." 

23,  21,  for  ‘‘27”  read  “ 28,”  and  for  “ only 
24  ” read  “ really  26." 

26,  omit  **  of  " and  **  3,”  and  for  " 3 " in 
line  27  read  " 4.” 

28,  for  “ 62"  and  “ 4”  read  **  63  ” and  “ 3." 

23,  for  ” 10”  read  “ 2.” 

18,  “ omit*  4 king*.”  But  *ee  the  preceding 
note  to  line  8 of  page  770.  and  below. 

28,  for  “[of"  read  “[here  placed  or  re* 
placed  by  Anianu*.]" 

3,  after  " Holemy  Lagi  ” read  “ and  Pto- 
lemy Philadelphia  from  b.c.  324  (which 
■hotild  have  been  310  40+38=78  years, 
whereas  the  two  reigns  together  had 
only  (38+38  or  40+36=)76  successive 
years.”  And  omit  ”20”  and  what  follows 
in  line  3 to  " Egypt,”  in  line  4,  and  con- 
tinue thus  : “ and  he  has  " iicc. 

16,  from  the  bottom,  for  ”»n  the  units 
place”  read  "in  the  place  for  units." 

28,  of  col.  li.  The  sum  of  38  years  for 
Dyn.  XXX  with  the  20  years  and  4 m. 
given  by  Manetho  to  Dyn.  XXIX  make 
together  58  years  4 m.,  being  1 yr.  and  4 
m.  or  2 yrs.  current  more  than  the  truo 
interval  between  the  ending  of  Dyn. 
XXV11  with  the  3rd  year  of  Artaxer- 
xes  Mnemon  in  B.c.  402  aud  the  con- 
quest of  Ochus  in  u.c.  345.  Probably 
one  year  instead  of  only  4 months 
should  have  been  reckoned  to  Ncphe- 
rltes  II.  and  the  reigns  of  Teos  and 
Nectanebo  II.  divided  so  that  Teos 
should  have  1 year  and  8 months,  and 
Nectanebo  11.16  years  and  4 months. 
See  above  the  note  to  p.  605.  1.  5.  What 
is  said  at  p.  259, 1.  16,  as  ir  only  some 
**  odd  months  ” of  1’eos  were  Included 
in  the  18  years  of  the  generation  of 
Nectanebo  II.  may  be  hence  corrected. 

36,  and  p.  829,  note  at  bottom  of  the  page, 
"of  Anianus.”  Anlanus,  seeing  that 
the  36  reigns  from  Xinus  to  Sardanapa- 
lus  as  given  by  Ctesias  and  Diodorus 
were  greatly  too  long,  may  have  in- 
serted before  Teutamus  and  Teuta*us 
four  of  those  five  additional  names 
which  Abvdenus  (in  Eu*ebius*s  First 
Book)  had  named  as  the  ancestor*  of 
Nmus,  Ninus  being  through  them  the 
sixth  In  descent  from  and  after  Ilelus 
Antanus  then  may  have  inserted  these 
names  lower  down,  giving  to  them  those 
years  of  Ctesias  and  Diodorus  which 
had  been  suppressed  by  Eusebius  ; and 
hence  Syncellus  and  Scaliger,  seeing 
that  the  four  names  and  the  years  went 
together,  may  have  hastily  inferred  that 
Eusebius  had  found  the  names  as  well 
as  the  years  in  that  Assyrian  list  which 
he  worked  up  into  his  Canon. 
"Psammites"  " 17  **  not  "7”  years. 

In  the  4th  col.  before  M 33  Diocletian.” 
Insert  " [Continuatio  Theophanis]  ” 
and  let  the  last  " 10.10.0”  of  Constan- 
tine be  In  a line  with  **  Hieronymi.” 

9,  kc.  in  Inst  col.  for”  1905, 1866  1 836, 1816, 
1791,"  read  " 1895, 1856, 1826,  1806, 1781.” 
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829,  In  the  Assyrian  column  for  l,v.  (24)7  M 

read  “ v.  (30)  1." 

«31,  2,  for  b.c.  ” 932  ” read  " 923.” 

832,  Egypt.  col.  to”  Psammuthes”  there  is 

" (7)"  for  ” (17),"  though  the  17  years 
are  reckoned  rightly : and  the  next  name 
“ Vaphres  ” is  set  in  a line  with  the  1st 
of  Zttlckiah,  whereas  It  should  be  in  a 
line  with  his  1 1th  which  follows  imme- 
diately below. 

834,  3,  for  "a.u.c.  709  " read  “ a.c.c.  708." 

834,  14,  for  "b.c.  48"  read  " B.c.  49"  for  the 

era  of  the  Liberation  of  Antioch  and 
of  Julius  Ciesar  at  Antioch,  though 
some  say  that  the  Syrians  at  Antioch 
adopted  this  era  one  year  later,  and 
reckoned  from  u.c.  48. 

836,  6,  after  “ 4H52,”  insert  ” or  a.D.  351." 

836,  26,  for  ” 5774,”  read  "5776." 

M36,  38,  "5500.”  Note  that  Syncellus  docs  not 

really  differ  in  his  sum  of  years  from 
Anlanus,  hut  we  must  distinguish  be- 
tween allusions  to  what  may  be  called 
his  own  Ecclesiastical  or  Paschal  reck- 
oning, from  March  25  to  March  25,  and 
the  common  rerkoning  of  the  early 
Christian  writer*  from  some  point  in 
Autumn.  According  to  the  first  reck- 
oning Syncellus  makes  exactly  5500 
years  to  the  Incarnation,  viz.  to  March 
25  in  B.c.  1 of  the  vulgar  era  (his  com- 
mencement of  a.m.  I being  then  thrown 
back  from  Autumn  to  Spring) ; accord- 
ing to  the  second  he  makes  with  Ania- 
nus 5500  years  to  Aug.  29  or  Sept.  I,  B.c. 
1,  and  5501  to  tho  same  date  in  a.d.  1 
of  the  vulgar  era. 

837,  5,  Syncellus  has  indeed,  and  probably  from 

Anlanus,  8 years  too  few  between  tho 
accessions  of  Tiberius  and  Trajan  (see 
note  to  a.d.  147,  at  p.904),  the  latter 
being  put  by  him  in  a.o.  90,  instead  of 
a.d.  98.  And  he  appropriates  in  one 
place  the  reckoning  of  5904  years  to  the 
death  of  Theophilus,  which  implies  for 
him  the  same  deficit  below  the  Nativity 
of  8 years  ; and  again,  in  giving  the  date 
at  which  he  was  writing,  really  A.D.  808, 
as  is  shown  by  his  adding  that  it  was 
[.  the  " 1st  of  the  Indiction, ” he  is  8 years 
short,  or  9,  reckoning  it  to  be  only  his 
A.M.  6300,  or  a.d.  799  complete.  But 
in  the  intermediate  reigns  below  Trajan, 
be  and  his  continnator  Theophanes  do 
not  preserve  uniformly  the  original  de- 
ficit of  8 years.  The  accession  of  Dio- 
cletian, for  instance,  is  put  by  him  rt 
the  end  of  his  a.m.  5779,  or  beginning  of 
A.M.  5780,  which  are  his  A.D.  279  and 
2H0,  whereat  it  should  have  been  either 
In  A.n.  284,  or  If  he  had  been  consistent 
in  his  omission  of  the  8 years,  and  in 
other  respects  exact,  in  a.d.  (284—8= ) 
276.  He  is  only  G short  at  the  death  of 
Probrus,  but  he  lost  3 years  more  in 
reckoning  from  that  point  to  his  own 
time. 

838,  10,  after  " but"  insert  "(as  .Syncellus  says)." 

839,  4,  '*  calculations  of  a zodiacal  *r**«T«- 

rr*#*.”  Here  it  may  be  observed  that 
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no  trace  of  anjr  such  calculation  has 
been  found  in  any  one  of  the  Egyptian 
, schemes  from  first  to  last  An  astrono- 
mical calculation,  however  fanciful. 
- would  have  dealt  with  real  years  and 

real  cycles,  of  whatever  denomination. 
But  the  fancy  In  the  Egyptian  schemes, 
in  the  earliest  as  well  as  the  latest,  deals 
only  with  n mere  semblance  of  Sothlc 
cycles,  their  cycles  being  composed 
partly  of  months,  partly  of  fictitious 
years,  and  of  “ years  ” of  various  kinds 
and  values  mixed  Indiscriminately  to- 
gether. Even  the  341  fictitious  years 
inserted  in  the  cyclical  schemes  are  not 
profited  so  as  to  leave  the  true  years  of 
human  time  to  stand  in  their  true  places, 
but  these  latter,  which  really  began  from 
April  26.  are  moved  up  so  as  to  begin 
from  the  cyclical  epoch  of  July  20,  341 
years  earlier.  And  in  the  mixed  scheme 
preserved  by  Diogenes  Laertius  so  little 
thought  is  there  of  any  calculation 
backwards,  that  a sum  of  years  equal  in 
duration  to  xxx  cycles,  and  meant  to 
stand  as  cycles.  Is  simply  prefixed  to  an 
uncyclical  reckoning  of  true  human 
time,  though  by  such  a junction  the 
xxx  cycles  are  deprived  at  once  of  their 
cyclical  character.  For  if  the  two  turns 
are  to  unite,  then,  since  the  {>0  <3 years  of 
true  human  time  begin  with  the  342nd 
of  a Sothic  Cycle  in  B.c.  6361,  the  last  341 
years  of  the  greater  or  prefixed  sum 
are  necessarily  the  first  part  of  that 
same  cycle,  and  every  one  of  the  xxx 
cycles  which  the  whole  prefixed  sum  was 
meant  to  represent  is  vitiated  up  to  the 
first  year  of  all,  which  will  stand  at  the 
342nd  below  the  nearest  cyclical  epoch. 

640,  17,  "in  the  first  of  Antoninus  Pius.”  So 

Syncellus  indeed  and  others  sometimes 
speak,  meaning  by  '*  in”  after.  But  Aug. 
89  in  A.D.  139,  and  even  July  20,  is  really 
in  the  beginning  of  the  second  year  of  the 
actual  reign  of  Antoninus.  The  same 
it  to  be  home  in  mind  as  often  as  the 
expression  recurs.  See  a.d.  147,  p.  904. 

845,  14,  for  “ his  own  1st"  read  “the  Alexan- 

drian 2nd." 

850,  13,  for  ‘‘2363,"  read  “ 2365." 

850,  24,  “besides  omitting  somewhere,”  Ac. 

Sync-  llus  tells  us  w here.  For  he  cen- 
sures Panodorus  for  abandoning  what 
he  ca  Is  the  ecclesiastical  reckoning  to 
follow  that  of  the  astronomers  and 
mathematicians.  In  consequence,  from 
the  commencement  of  the  reign  of 
Philip  Aridirus.which  Claudius  Ptolemy 
had  nude  his  epoch,  attaching  it  to  the 
movable  Thoth  1,  and  which  Anianus, 
Panodorns,  ami  Syncellus  all  put  at 
a.m.  5170,  Panodorus  made,  he  says, 
with  the  agronomical  canon,  to  the  ac- 
cession of  Augustus  2*1  rears  (5170+ 
281  =545l\ and  to  the  death  of  Cleopatra 
(281  + 13")  894,  to  the  end  of  his  a.m. 
(6170+294  = ) 5464  ; and  thence  to  the 
end  of  the  year  including  the  Nativity 
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his  a.m.  5493, 29  years  ; aud  to  the  death 
of  Augustus  in.  that  is,  after  his  own 
“a.M.  6506,”  13  years  more.  But  as 
Syncellus  repeatedly  says  that  Pano- 
dorus was  “7  years  short,"  not  8,  and 
that  he  ” followed  the  astronomical 
canon."  the  dates  of  which  were  cer- 
tainly B.c.  324  And  330,  and  which,  as  he 
himsrlf  says  distinctly,  gave  41  years  to 
Augustus  from  the  death  of  Cleopatra, 
it  is  probable  that  he  was  thinking  of 
his  own  rerkoning  to  the  Incarnation , 
when  he  spoke  of  the  6493  years  of 
Panodorus,  and  that  to  the  end  of  the 
year  including  the  Nativity,  Panodorus 
made  (6170  + 294  = 89  + 1=)  5494.  not 
5193  years,  and  ended  the  Egyptian 
reign  of  Augustus  with  (30+13=)  43 
years,  together  with  his  a.m.  6507,  not 
a m 5506  ; unless.  Indeed,  he  gave  to 
Augustus  only  42  years  in  Egypt,  and 
anticipated  the  Accession  of  Tiberius 
(as  being  before  Aug.  29)  by  nearly  a 
year.  However  this  w as,  his  rec  koning 
Syncellus  thought  was  contrary  to 
divine  truth,  and  to  the  ecclesiastical 
tradition.  These,  he  says,  require  the 
Incarnation  to  be  put  Just  at  the  end  of 
a.m.  6M)0,  and  at  the  beginning  of  a.m. 
5501.  AnJ  so,  if  the  reckoning  of  Pano- 
dorus and  the  mathematicians  were  to 
be  allowed,  Augustus  would  die  in,  that 
Is.  at  the  end  of  [here  again  he  is 
thinking  of  hli  own  reckoning  from 
March  25  to  March  25],  the  5th  year  of 
Christ,  whereas  he  really  died  *•  mid- 
way between  the  14th  ami  15th.”  Any 
one  can  see,  he  say*,  (p.  616),  by  merely 
looking  at  the  Paschalion,  that  Kisan  l, 
or  March  95,  commencing  a.m.  5534,  the 
JI3th  year  of  the  eleventh  period  of  532 
years  (this  is  in  a.d.  42,  the  2nd  of 
Claudius),  must  have  bet'n  the  true  date 
of  the  R.f  urrectinn,  the  Passover  being 
then  on  the  23rd  of  March,  the  third 
day  before,  and  these  two  days  being 
Sunday  and  Friday  respectively.  And 
hence  It  results,  that  March  25,  thirty- 
three  years  before,  being  the  first  day 
of  a.m.  5501  (he.  March  25  In  A.D.  9, 
which  is  really  only  5 years  and  some 
months  before  the  death  of  Augustus), 
must  have  been  the  date  of  the  Incarna- 
tion ; which  was  in  the  consulship  of 
Sulplcius  Camerinus  and  Caiui  Pop- 
pa»us  [the  right  Consuls  for  a.d.  9]. 
And  this,  he  says,  is  not  asserted  of  his 
own  fancy,  but  from  the  blessed  Apostle 
and  Archbishop  of  Home  and  martyr, 
llippolytus,  and  the  most  religious 
monk  .Imamu,  who  has  set  forth  the 
XI  Paschal  Periods  with  exact  notes, 
and  the  devout  monk  Maximus,  who 
name  the  same  Consuls. 

Anianus  then,  representing  " the  eccle- 
siastical tradition,”  and  Syncellus  far 
these  reasons  made  from  Aug.  28.  or 
from  March  24.  ending  their  A.M.  5170, 
not  281  but  (281+7=)  28*  years  to  the 
accession  of  Augustus  after  the  com* 
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plotion  of  a.m.  5458,  and  not  (281  + 13=) 
294  years  only  like  Panodorus  from  the 
death  of  Alexander  the  Great  to  that  of 
Cleopatra,  but  (288+  13=)  301  to  the 
end  of  a.m.  2471.  Thence  they  made 
29  years  of  Augustus  to  the  end  of  the 
year  Including  the  Incarnation  or  (29 
+ 1 =)  30  to  the  end  of  that  including 
the  Nativity,  six.  a.m.  (8500+1  = ) 5801, 
and  lastly  13  years  more  to  the  death  of 
Augustus;  his  death  being  placed  by 
Anlanus  as  ifat  Aug.  28,  but  by  Syn- 
cellus  at  March  24  ending  his  A.M.  5514. 

831,  4,  for  *4  in  n.c.  339  ” read  “ in  his  b.c.  339.” 

By  our  reckoning  it  would  be  in  B.c. 
340;  and  in  I.  7 in  like  manner  before 
“ a. st."  and  before  *'  B.c."  insert  " his." 

858,  16,  for  " 1st  year"  read  " 2nd  year." 

838,  21,  for  **  1st”  read  "2nd  (or  as  he  made  it 

by  omitting  8 years  above  the  10th.)” 

861,  17,  for  “ «utsw"  read 

863,  36,  for  “ go  with  " read  **  are  fictitious  or 

unchronological  like." 

870,  2,  after  “ in  it”  insert  " for  those  years.” 

870,  2,  for  " in  it,”  read  “ in  it  for  these  years." 

873,  33,  after  44  Ousimarcs  ” insert  " (Gcner. 

axiv  of  Eratosthenes  ?).” 

691,  31,  for  " his  2nd  ” read  " what  should  have 

been  hit  2nd,"  since  it  probably  stood 
in  fact  as  his  10th.  See  A.D.  147  at  p. 
904. 

891,  3-1,  for  ''fur him"  read  "according  to  Alex- 

andrian reckoning." 

R92,  28,  for  " A is  2nd  year”  read  " the  2nd  Alex- 

andrian year  made  by  Aim  the  10th," 
and  the  same  in  I.  31. 

892,  38,  omit  " or  the  end  of  his  22nd  of  Anto- 

ninus Pius,"  since  he  probably  dropped 
8 years  between  Augustus  and  Trajan, 
and  so  drew  up  the  accession  of  Anto- 
ninus. 

896,  at  Apr.  26,  after  "Cycle  III."  insert " b." 

900,  for  “ a.m.  4915, >c.  347. 41st,  4818, 23rd," 

read  " 4815,  546,  42nd,  4819,  24th." 

903,  at  Aug.  21  oinit  "(2nd  for  Panodor.)" 
Panodorus  probably  pos/dated  the  1st  of 
Tiberius  (together  with  the  Canon)  from 
Thoth  1,  Aug.  21  in  a.d.  14,  though  Au- 
gustus died  two  days  before. 

904,  opp.  a.d.  79,  for  " Aug.  6,”  read  " Aug. 
4,"  and  opp.  a.d.  93,  for  " Aug.  4 " read 
Aug.  I." 

904,  &c.  insert  the  dates  of  the  Astron.  Canon  as 
follows  : — Alter  43  of  Augustus,  from 
Aug.  31  in  b.c.  30,  and  22  of  Tiberius, 
at  a.d.  36,  Aug.  15,  insert  " 1st  of  Cali- 
gula (4)  b.”  At  a.d.  40,  Aug.  14,  " 1st 
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of  Claudius  (14)  b.”  At  a.d.  64,  Aug.  II, 
" 1st  of  Nero  (14)  b.”  At  a.d.  68,  Aug. 
7,  " 1st  of  Vespasian  (10)  b."  At 

a. d.  78,  Aug.  6,  " 1st  of  Titus  (3)  b/* 
At  a.d.  81,  Aug.  4,  “ 1st  of  Domitlan 
(15)  b.”  At  a.d.  96,  July  31,  "1st  of 
Nerva  b."  At  a.d.  97,  July  31,  " 1st 
of  Tiajan  (19)  b.”  At  a.d.  116,  July 
26,  " 1st  of  Hadrian  (21)  b."  At  a.d. 
137,  July  21,  " 1st  of  Antoninus  P.  (23) 

b. "  At  a.d  IG0,  July  15,  " 1st  of  Mar- 
cus and  Commodus  (32)  b.”  At  a.d. 
192,  July  7,  '*  1st  of  Severut  (25)  b." 
At  a.d.  217,  July  1,  " 1st  of  Antoninus 
(4)  b.”  At  a.d  221,  June  30  “ 1st  of 
Alexander  Mamseus  (13)  b."  At  a.d. 
237,  June  26,  '*  1st  of  Maximin  (3)  b.” 
At  a.d.  240,  June  25, " 1st  of  Gordian 
(6)  b."  At  a.d.  243,  June  24,  “ lit  of 
Philip  (6)  b.”  At  a.d.  249,  June  23, 
“ 1st  of  Decius  b.”  At  a.d.  250,  June 
23,  " 1st  of  Gallus  (3)  b.”  At  a.d.  253, 
June  22,  " 1st  of  Gallienus  (15)  b."  At 

a. d.  268,  June  18,  " let  of  Claudius  b." 
At  a.d.  269,  June  18,  " 1st  of  Aurelian 
(6)  b.”  At  a.d.  275.  June  16,  44  1st  of 
Probus  (7)  b.”  At  a.d.  282,  June  15, 
" 1st  of  Cams  (2)  b,"  his  second  ending 
June  14,  a.d.  284.  The  continuation  of 
the  Canon  by  Ptolemy  and  Theon  does 
not  extend  further.  The  Babylonian  ac- 
cessions of  the  Canon  from  Nabonassar 
are  given  at  p.986,  and  the  Persian  both 
at  p.  990  and  at  pp.  900,  901.  The  Egyp- 
tian accessions  from  Alexander  to 
Cleopatra  at  pp.  901,  902,  and  903  are 
those  of  the  Canon. 

906,  in  cols.  a.  m.  and  A.  D.  for  " 7259  " and 

M 1898  ” read  “ 7258  " and  " 1897.” 

910,  25,  after  14  the  20th  " insert  ” [23rd]." 

930,  37,  for  “ 8th  " read  44  9th." 

931,  10,  for  44  rxXttic s"  read  " retXeux." 

933,  38,  for  " si"  read  " #J." 

936,  30,  for  " invr  " read  " 

;939,  13,  for  " 72  sari,  5 rurri,  and  6 sossi,  equiva- 

lent to  8920  months  or  267,840  days," 
read  “ 74  sari  and  3 ncri,  which  are  equi- 
valent to  8940  months  or  268,200  days.” 
;939,  17,  for 44  b.c.  2952,”  read  **  B.c.  2954." 

941,  7,  lor  44  (cxiii — xxx=)  Ixxxiy,"  read 44  (cxili 

— xxix  ) Ixxxiv." 

942,  26,  after  “ 440”  Insert  ‘‘or  446."  And  in 

line  28  after  44  ».o.  336,"  insert  44  or 

b. c.  330." 

942,  28,  for  44  And  Babylonian”  read  44  And  no 

Babylonian." 

948,  8,  for  1 1 or  12  ” read  44  7 or  8. 44 

955,  4,  for  44  2848  " read  44  2840." 

955,  21,  for  44  tr.onarcbs"  read  44  monarchy." 
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1,  8,  for  44  547  " read  44  546,”  and  for  44 718"  read  44  717,”  and  in  1.  13  for  44  1220"  r«^d  44 1219." 

li,  10,  for  44  2009”  read  "2186."  iKC"  • 

1 13,  for  44  1903”  read  44  18h1  " ; and  in  1.  14  for  44  141  ” read  44  1 03,"  for  'fife?**  .»eWL“  245,"  and  for 

44  62  ? " read  44  48  ? and  in  I.  15  for  44  2233  " read  44  2200."  *>*  * - / 
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